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SUBCOMMITTEE NO. 1 CONSIDERATION OF ACTIVE-DUTY AGREE- 
MENTS FOR RESERVE OFFICERS 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 

CoMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 
Suscommirree No. 1, 

Washington, D. C., Monday, June 23, 1958. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10 a. m., Hon. Overton 
Brooks (chairman of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Mr. Ducanper. Mr. Chairman, now we have the full membership, 
would you like to hear Mr. Bartimo, the General Counsel of the De- 
partment of Defense? 

Mr. Brooxs. I think that is a good idea, since everybody is here. 

Mr. Ducanper. Mr. Bartimo. 

Mr. Brooxs. Mr. Bartimo. 

Mr. Bartrmo. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Brooks. You represent the Department of Defense ? 

Mr. Bartimo. I do, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Brooks. Now, have you given the reporter your full name? 

Mr. Barrimo. Yes. Frank A. Bartimo, Assistant General Coun- 
sel, Manpower, Personnel, and Reserve, Office of the Secretary of 
Defense. 

Mr. Brooks. We, this morning, asked the Department of Defense 
to send someone up here who could tell us the status of this bill, which 
was submitted with approval by the Department of Defense in Jan- 
uary to us, covering contract retention of reservists. 

Mr. Bartimo. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. And, after we had considered it, we had a little in- 
formal get-together meeting of all interested parties and worked out 
some changes in the bill which, apparently, were satisfactory to every- 
body. But we have heard nothing on the bill in a number of months. 
And the Congress, we hope, will adjourn reasonably soon. What is 
the status of that? Do you have a bill that you wish to give us? 

Mr. Bartimo. Yes; we do, Mr. Chairman. I do not have a prepared 
statement, but I would like to bring you up to date. It is true that we 
sat down with you and your very fine counsel here, Mr. Ducander. 
You remember, Mr. Francis accompanied us at that informal meeting. 

Mr. Brooks. Mr. Francis was a very fine man. 

Mr. Bartimo. He certainly was, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Brooks. We all, I know, on this committee regret deeply his 
untimely death. 

Mr. Barrio. This is one of the measures in which he devoted him- 
self fiercely and was vitally interested, as you know. 

After our meeting with you, in which we reviewed your good ad- 
vices—you certainly gave us a lot to think about—we went back to 
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the Department of Defense and, quite candidly, we have gone through 
16 drafts of bills in order to try to resolve this very vital and impor- 
tant issue equitably and fairly, both for the Reserve and for the Federal 
Government. 

I am very happy to report, Mr. Chairman, that last week we got a 
measure up which has the concurrence of the three military depart- 
ments, as well as the Office of the Secretary of Defense. 

It has been forwarded to the Bureau of the Budget to determine 
whether the measure conforms with the program of the President. 

We have been working informally with the Budget staff, and I 
think I can safely predict that we will have a measure submitted by 
the President to the Congress in the very near future, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. Would you wish to outline, generally, what the meas- 
ure might stipulate ? 

Mr. Bartimo. Mr. Chairman, as you well know, the position of the 
Department of Defense might be somewhat modified at the executive 
branch of the President’s Office. 

Mr. Brooks. That is what we are afraid of. 

Mr. Barrio. Well, I think, sir, if it is modified in any way, I am 
sure you will agree with me that it would be a much better measure. 

As I stated, this is one of the most difficult measures we have had 
to contend with during this session of the Congress. It is extremely 
complex. It has many important policy considerations. 

With your permission, sir, I would like to withhold a discussion of 
the policy involved until it is submitted here, I think very, very 
shortly. 

Mr. Brooks. As I understand you, though, sir, you feel that we will 
be able to have a measure recommended by the Defense Department 
and the three Departments of the Defense Department and the Budget 
within the very near future ? 

Mr. Bartimo. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. I think the committee would probably wish to wait on 
the bill. I recommend that. 

Mr. Winsreap. There will probably be some changes after they go 
to the White House. I thought we might find out what they are ex- 
pecting first. 

Mr. Bray. Yes. I would like to know this before the day we vote 
on it. You have been working on it for a long time. You say there 
may be changes in it. We do not doubt that there will be many 
changes in it by the time we see it. We thought we had a f: Lirly good 
bill here, that we sent down there. 

Mr. Bartrmo. Well, I think the bill that you have here was the bill 
that was severed from the pay bill. 

Mr. Brooks. That is right. But you endorsed it when you put it 
into the pay bill. 

Mr. Barto. That is correct. But I think you will agree, Mr. 
Chairman, that that bill is not as good a bill as, in your judgment, we 
could have, and you have convinced us that that measure should be 
worked over 

And, as I have stated, we have worked it over to the degree of 16 
different drafts. I must say that that was a very profit: ible session 
that we had with the chairman. And I might say also that I, in my 
career in the Defense Department—I have never seen a measure which 
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has undergone such intensive study as this particular measure has 
created. 

I am certain, sir, that, when you get the bill, very shortly, you will 
find it a much improved bill from the point of view of the Reserve 
officer. 

Mr. Bray. That is, for the Reserve or against his interest? Which 
will it be? Which trend are you taking? 

Mr. Barrimo. Oh, the trend, sir, is more equity and more consid- 
eration for the value and the fine work and fine contributions that 
the Reserve officer makes. 

Mr. Brooks. You make a fine statement, sir. 

Mr. Bartimo. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Winsreap. Mr. Chairman, I hope you will get the bill up here 
early enough for us to look it over, so we won’t be asked to pass on it 
a day or two after it gets here, just because it has been approved in 
the Department. 

Mr. Bray. Is it a dark secret of the changes in philosophy there 
have been in the bill from the time you got it and it went through the 
16 drafts to the present stage ¢ 

Mr. Barto. I believe what I have indicated, that the trend is 
more consideration for the value and the contribution of the Reserve 
officer. And I must say, in all candor here, that your chairman has 
been very helpful in stimulating our thinking in that regard. 

Mr. Bray. And very, very candidly, if this trend is toward more 
consideration for the Reserve officer, it is a decided change from 
previous philosophy. 

Mr. Brooks. Well, anyway, do you feel that we can get a bill within 
the next 2 weeks ? 

Mr. Barrio. I believe so, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. All right. If there is no objection, the subcommittee 
will wait upon the Department to send up its bill, within the next 2 
weeks. 

Mr. Bartimo. Thank you, very much. 

Mr. Brooks. We certainly thank you, sir, for coming here this 
morning. 

Mr. Bray. I suggest, Mr. Chairman, if that isn’t done in 2 weeks, 
this committee proceed to put out a bill. After all, we are the legis- 
lative branch of the Government. 

Mr. Brooks. You have heard the suggestion ? 

Mr. Ducanper. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. But there is no action at this time on it. 

We thank you very much for coming here. 

Mr. Bartimo. Thank you. 

Mr. Brooks. And we appreciate your statement. We look forward 
to seeing you later on, when the bill comes up. 

Mr. Barrio. It isa pleasure. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Ducanper. The next bill, Mr. Chairman, S. 1225. It is a short 
bill, concerning the awarding of medals to the chaplains who lost their 
lives on the Dorchester at the beginning of World War II. 

Mr. Brooks. Before we get off on the other bill, I want to say— 
have a seat, if you will, sir—I want to say to the members of the com- 
mittee that we sat in with a group here, which was just informal, 
trying to work out certain suggested changes in the bill, for the Re- 
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serves, National Guard, and all three services of the Department of 
Defense. 

We approached it on the theory that every Reserve officer ought 
to have a contract and ought to know when his services would prob- 
ably be terminated if he were on active duty, so that he could look 
ahead far in the future and know very well when he would be re- 
turned to civilian life and make plans accordingly. 

Now, that was the bill that we left with the Department, and that 
is the one they are supposed to be working on. 

Mr. Bray. Mr. Chairman, along that same line, I believe you sug- 
gested—I know it was suggested in the committee—that the various 
services, that is Army, Navy, and Air, should be allowed to keep a 
certain number of key Reserves that they certify they needed and 
not to come out of their—a nonpromotion list, so that it would not 
affect the officers in the Regular services. 

Do you know whether any thought has been given to that? 

Mr. Brooxs. I haven't heard from them on that. 

Mr. Bray. You remember we discussed that ¢ 

Mr. Brooks. Yes, I remember that. I don’t know what the bill is 
going to bring up. 

The main purpose this morning of having this witness here is to 
find out whether we are going to get a bill or not. I think we should 
wait and get the view of the Defense Department, if they have views. 
Of course, if they have no views, then we go ahead. 

(Whereupon, the subcommittee proceeded to other business. ) 





Hovuser or REPRESENTATIVES, 
CoMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE No. 1, 
Washington, D. C., Thursday, July 10, 1958. 


The subcommittee met, pursuant to adjournment, at 11 a. m., Hon. 
Overton Brooks (chairman of the subcommittee), presiding. 

Mr. Brooks. Now, let’s take up the question of the bill to amend 
title 10, United States Code, with respect to active-duty agreements 
for Reserve officers, and for other purposes. 

Mr. Secretary, if you will core up here, we will appreciate it. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. What is the bill ? 

Mr. Ducanper. It has not been listed. 

Mr. Brooks. Have a seat, Mr. Secretary. 

Secretary Jackson. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. We are delighted to have you here this morning, and 
we bring up, at this time, a matter that has been carried over repeat- 
edly for this committee. 

Just to refresh the members and also as a matter of record, earlier 
this year we brought up the questions of a contract of term retention 
bill.” The term retention bill was initi: ally a part of another major 
bill presented to this committee. With the approval of the Depart- 
ment, and the approval of the Bureau of the Budget, it was severed 
from the one bill, and made a separate bill, and the separate bill, on 
term retention contracts was referred to this subcommittee for action. 

We started our hearings on this, following the reduction in force 
program which occurred earlier in the year. We explored the terms 
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of the proposed bill presented to us with the approval of the Depart- 
ment, and the Bureau of the Budget, and the committee apparently 
determined that such changes should be made in that bill. 

Accordingly, I, as chairman, suggested that the Department send 
representatives here, all of the services, and we would try to draft a 
bill that would be acceptable to the Departments, the Budget, the 
committee, and the Congress, and we had very fine meetings, and at 
the meetings, everybody seemed to be in accord with the terms of 
the bill which was proposed. Mr. Ducander worked with counsel for 
the Department in writing the bill, and we had perfect cooperation 
from Secretary Jackson, too, in helping the committee work on this 
and we appreciate the fine attitude that he has displayed toward this 
committee, this subcommittee, and I know all of the members do 
appreciate it. 

The proposal by that group was drafted and it seemed to me that 
the approval of everyone was sent to the Pentagon, and from there, I 
suppose to the Bureau of the Budget, and it has never gotten out. 

Now, 10 days ago, we made inquiries right along, and 10 days ago, 
the subcommittee had a witness here from the Department, and we 
were told at that time that within 8 days we would have a bill here 
before the committee. 

Wasn’t it 8 days ago? 

Mr. Ducanper. Well, it was a little over 2 weeks ago, and Mr. 
Bartimo said that he thought the bill would be here in 2 weeks, but 
that period of 2 weeks has expired. 

Mr. Brooks. That is right. 

After the 2 weeks expired, we contacted Mr. Bartimo and made 
inquiry about it. We find that the bill has been presented and has 
been approved, as I understand it, by the Department over there, and 
therefore, it is before the committee, and this morning, we have 
Secretary Jackson, who is in charge—you are with the Defense 
Department, you are in charge of Personnel and Reserve, is it? 

Secretary JAcKSON. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. And we are happy to have you sir, and we have before 
us a copy of this bill. We will be glad to have what ideas you would 
wish to give us. 

Secretary Jackson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

My name is Stephen S. Jackson. I am the Deputy Assistant Secre- 
tary for Manpower, Personnel, and Reserve. 

At the present time, I am in an interim capacity as the Acting Assist- 
ant, following the death of Mr. Francis, and the confirmation of the 
new Assistant Secretary, which hopefully will be very soon. 

With me is the counsel for this office, Mr. Frank Bartimo, and 
also Colonel Keck, who has been closely associated with the develop- 
ment of this problem in our office. 

I would like to say that the members of the committee have just 
been given, at the request of the committee, what we would like to 
refer to as a draft, in draft form, submitted at the request of the 
committee. 

Mr. Brooxs. Mr. Secretary, may I interrupt you a moment to say 
that the late Secretary Francis, Assistant Secretary, in my judg- 
ment, was an able man, and he was working in full cooperation with 
this subcommittee. We think that his untimely death was a real loss 
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to the subcommittee and I want to publicly express my personal 
sorrow. 

Secretary Jackson. We thank you very much, sir, and from my 
close association with him, I am sure it is well merited. 

I would like to further state that this bill, this draft, does not rep- 
resent any firm position of the Department of Defense, the Bureau 
of the Budget, or the administration. 

I am here this morning at the request of the committee, and am 
very happy to be here, to explain what this bill would do, the effects 
of this bill. 

I do not have any Defense policy position with respect to the bill. 
I would like to add one further observation before discussing the bill, 
and that is to fully confirm the statement made by the chairman, 
as to his efforts and those of the other members of the committee, but 
especially the chairman, as to his persistent insistence from early in 
this calendar year that a bill be presented. Certainly, the delay could 
be in no way for lack of persistence on the part of the chairman and 
this committee to get a bill up here for consideration. 

I should like to also add, sir, that the delay, a considerable period 
of which was in the Department of Defense, was jn no way an indi- 
cation of any deliberate attempts or deliberate indifferences to the 
problems involved in this draft. The delay, in some instances, was 
due to the extreme pressures that were incurred in so many areas, 
and also to other factors which were not entirely within the control 
of the Defense Department. 

The main, the first main feature of this bill 

Mr. Brooxs. Before we go into this bill, may I interrupt you fur- 
ther? What you say is true, that you have been under pressure, but 
the Department, I wish to say, apparently felt that the R. I. F. pro- 
gram was an urgent program, too, because when this subcommittee 
asked that the R. I. F. program be suspended until we could get into 
it, the Secretary felt it was too urgent to suspend it, even delay it, 
and, therefore, the program proceeded. 

Now, I get rumblings, and I would like, at this point, if you would, 
to amplify, if you wish to, but I get reports from the Pentagon that 
you are about to have another R. I. F., and when Congress adjourns, 

that you will have another R. I. F. program coming up. 

Could you set the minds of these reservists and the committee at 
rest? Would you enlighten us as to what is coming up in that 
respect ? 

Secretary Jackson. I have no information that would lead to the 
conclusion that there is a definite program involving RIF's. I can 
only say that there has been indications, according to the Secretary of 
Defense, that further reductions in force are conte mpl: ited. 

Beyond that, sir, I have no contribution to make to the problem. 

Mr. Brooxs. Is that in the form of a RIF program, or something 
of that sort? 

Secretary Jackson. As I have stated, sir, since there are no details 
of which I have cognizance, I could not say whether it would or would 
not involve RIF’s. We may have reductions in forces, as you may 
well know, that would not involve mandatory separations. That has 
to do, of course, with the numbers and the time involved, and whether 
it be effected by attrition or otherwise—— 
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Mr. Brooxs. Could you give us some idea of the scope of any pro- 
posed plan, even without the details ? 

Secretary Jackson. I don’t have that information to give you sir. 

Mr. Brooks. Well, you are not 

Secretary Jackson. I beg your pardon ? 

Mr. Brooks. By your statement, you are not allaying the fears of 
these reservists that there will be another RIF program. You under- 
stand that? 

Secretary Jackson. Well, I am certainly not intending to arouse 
any fears. I can only tell you, sir, that there have been indications 
that further reductions in forces may be indicated. There have been 
no firm decisions as to the extent or of the nature of those reductions 
in forces, and I have no further information on which to guide the 
committee at this time on the question. 

Mr. Brooks You could or could you enlighten us as to what serv- 
ices would be affected ? 

Secretary Jackson. I would presume that if there were a reduction 
in forces, it would have some application to all of the services. 

Mr. Brooks. Well, now, assuming that there may be a RIF program 
pending or something of that sort, you were in the position—well, in 
your position, would - you advise the Congress to attempt to meet the 
situation by proposing suitable legislation to avoid the inequities 
and hardships of the program before that occurs ? 

Secretary Jackson. I would be glad to answer the question, but I 
would like to make it clear that I haven’t indicated that there are RIF 
programs in the offing. I have not stated that I have sufficient knowl- 
edge upon which to arrive at that conclusion. 

With regard to your second question, I would certainly think that 
it would be very desirable that appropriate legislation would be sub- 
mitted and passed by the Congress which would minimize, and alle- 
viate, as far as possible, inequities in the event that there should be a 
mandatory reduction in force. 

Mr. Brooxs. I think that isa very fair statement. 

Now, Mr. Secretary, you are familiar with the terms of this mimeo- 
graphed bill that we have from the Department ? 

Secretary Jackson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. Can you tell us just how it was drawn up and what 
is the historic background of the bill ? 

Secretary Jackson. Well, I can tell you this, sir, and I am some- 
what—in attempting to answer your question, sir, I am somewhat 
handicapped because for a good part of the time in developing this 
bill, the late Mr. Francis was handling it personally, but I do have 
some knowledge. 

No. 1, the version before you is the 17th or 18th version that has 
been drawn up by the lawyers to meet varying problems that have 
arisen among the services, and in other areas, the bill has been fraught 
with so many, I would say, perhaps, 8 or 10 different types of ap- 
proaches to the problem that we are all interested in and that is the 
matter of alleviating inequities, 

This draft bill, I think, is vastly more simple in its composition 
than some of the previous drafts. The bill has the very radical 
change which I will get to, from the conventional and traditional man- 
ner of remuneration for persons separated, and it is this factor which 
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has probably been the most potent in the delay in coming to a finalized 
conclusion. 

These gentlemen, and service representatives, and myself spent the 
forenoon, yesterday, with the Bureau of the Budget, their staff people, 
and did, at the staff lev el, come to a meeting of minds on these prob- 
lems on which there were some differences. 

It has not been practical, however, to get the confirmation of those 
agreements by the superiors who determines these questions. 

“Mr. Brooxs. W ell, that should occur within a few days; shouldn't 
it? 

Secretary Jackson. I have every assurance that it should occur by 
Tuesday or Wednesday of next week. 

Mr. Brooxs. And, of course, if the committee proceeds on this bill, 
we can still take care of necessary changes that might be suggested 
and agreed upon within the time limit that you said { 

Secretary Jackson. We would be most happy to immediately ap- 
prise the committee of the position when it is firmed up with the hope 
that they may give it careful consideration in further dealings with 
the bill. 

Mr. Brooxs. Where is this bill at the present time? 

Secretary Jackson. This bill is at the Bureau of the Budget, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. And how long have they had it ? 

Secretary Jackson. I understand that Mr. Bartimo advised me that 
it was about 3 weeks ago that the bill was sent over. There are some 
very slight variations in this one. 

Mr. Brooks. They had an earlier version and then it was sent back, 
isthat it? Three weeks ago, they got this one? 

Secretary Jackson. Three weeks ago, they got this one and there 
are some very minor changes in this one that could be agreed upon at 
the lower level. Substantially, this is the same bill that we sent 3 
weeks ago, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. And the changes that you refer to are minor ? 

Secretary Jackson. Oh, yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. From the changes that the Bureau of the Budget 
suggested ? 

Secretary Jackson. We had some very important problems in which 
there was some differences, and then, there were some very minor 
ones which we did not need, necessarily, to get confirmation from 
the major principals. Those have been incorporated, but the other 
items are still open, and are still unresolved by the Department of 
Defense, the Bureau of the Budget, the White House, and the Presi- 
dent. 

Mr. Brooks. Now, you could tell us of those major problems on 
which there is a disagreement, perhaps the subcommittee could help. 

Secretary Jackson. Well, I had intended, as I went through the 
bill, to point them out, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. All right. I will give you free leeway, and unless 
someone wants to ask you a question before you start to explain the 
bill, you may proceed. 

Mr. Puizern. You don’t have a prepared statement on the bill? 

Secretary Jackson. No, sir. Iam not here to advocate the bill. I 
am here to explain it. 

Mr. Brooxs. But, if you resolve these differences by next Tuesday, 
you will be able to advocate the bill ? 
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Secretary Jackson. Yes, sir; whatever is agreed to by the executive 
agencies involved. 

Mr. Brooks. Fine. 

Secretary Jackson. And I would like to say one thing, the matter 
is not one so much of disagreement, it is one that has not been finally 
resolved by all of the parties. 

This bill, first off, would require—except for a few minor exceptions, 
such as dentists, physicians, et cetera, a contract be given to every 
officer on extended active duty after his obligated period. 

Presently, the law permits, under certain restrictions, the issuing 
of contracts, but does not make it mandatory. This would require 
it, so that every reservist would know exactly the terms of his tenure 
as far as his contract is concerned. The limitation here is for not 
more than 6 years; however, the contract can be renewed upon agree- 
ment of the service and the member. There is a requirement that it 
may not be for less than 1 year except in a very limited area which I 
will come to as I develop the bill. 

Now, the terms of the contract would provide, No. 1, in the event 
that a member having 1 of these contracts, let us say, for example, for 
6 years, was involuntarily separated after 4 years, he would be en- 
titled (1) to readjustment pay, based on those 4 years, and in addition, 
toa aoe s pay and allowances for the 2 years that the Government 
failed to permit him to carry out his contract. If he completed his 
6-year contract, and this, Mr. Chairman, is the innovation on which 
there has not been a resolution, but this draft would propose that after 
his completion of 6 years, and his service said to him, “We offer you 
another contract for 6 or for 5, or for further extended service, ” and 
the officer said, “No, I think I will leave the service now,” he would, 
nevertheless, be giv although he voluntarily leaves the service—he 
would, nevertheless, be given his readjustment pay for 6 years which 
he had served. 

This is a very basic concept in the bill which has not been resolved. 

Now, in the event that the member, through these contracts, arrives 
at the period of 14 years of active service, he will either be given, if he 
qualifies, a regular commission ; he will be allowed to leave the service 
with his readjustment pay, or if he is continued, he must get a con- 
tract which will carry him through to the retirement age or of 20 years 
of service. This, of course, would be subject to the possibility of in- 
voluntary separation under the same conditions, but he, if he wants 
to, is entitled to a contract that would carry him through to the 20- -year 
retirement. 

There are provisions in the bill that if a member should, after hav- 
ing received the rehabilitation pay, say, for 12 months, he would 
serve 14, he would get 12 months, leaving out his obligated period, 
and then engage in inactive Reserve duty, we used to call it title 3 of 
810, and qualifies for retirement, that he will have to make adjust- 
ment according to a formula prescribed here which would be not in 
excess of 25 percent of his retirement to prevent him from getting both 
benefits. 

There are other provisions that are of lesser importance, one of 
them, sir, concerning which I said that was adjusted yesterday; the 
bill provided, or used to provide, that assuming a man was under 
contract for 6 years, and a war broke out and he continued in service 
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for 2 years more, for the period of the war, he would get payment for 

those 2 years. It was decided that once war broke out, he should not 

get a premium for fighting for his country. This was a change that 
vas effected in the bill. 

The bill also provides that if an officer is separated for substandard 
conduct, that he should get no more than a minimum now provided 
by law. 

The other provision has to do with whether or not an ROTC lad 
coming on and serving for 2 years, then he takes a contract for 5 years, 
whether it should be retroactive so that he would get readjustment 
pay for the first 2 years and it was decided that for those 2 years of 
hiss obligated per ‘iod, he would not. 

Those agreements were agreed upon between ourselves and the peo- 
ple at the Bureau of the Budget. 

Now, these, sir, are the salient features of the bill, unless I have 
omitted any, in the opinion of these people with me who are more 
familiar. As you see, the vital question here, or basic policy comes 
down to where a man is offered an opportunity to continue and de- 
clines, whether he should nevertheless receive the readjustment pay- 
ments. This is an innovation for which we have not a parallel so far 
as I know in any law or in any situation with respect to the military. 

Mr. Brooxs. That is predicated on the thought that that man had 
not determined, in his mind, that he would make a career out of the 
military service, or otherwise, he would want a renewal of his con- 
tract. 

Secretary Jackson. Yes. 

Mr. Brooks. May we ask a few questions ? 

The severance pay at the end of a contract which brings him into 
the retirement period, you say there would be no severance pay, then, 
would there ? 

Secretary Jackson. I don’t quite understand what you mean. 

Mr. Brooxs. A man has a contract which extends him beyond 12 
years; then, he gets a renewal. Now, you say that contract would 
carry him over to. a 20-year retirement ? 

Secretary Jackson. If he has served 14 years, sir, according to this 
draft, and he wants to continue, and the service wants him, the service 
may not give him a contract for less than 6 years. 

Mr. Brooxs. And in that event, what entitlement would he have at 
the termination of that period of 20 years, too, in the event he gets no 
further contracts, which he wouldn’t, what entitlement would he have? 

Secretary Jackson. He would then have acquired a right to retire- 
ment pay, and that isall. 

Mr. Brooks. Not unless he is of age. 

Mr. Ducanper. He gets it at age 60. 

Mr. Brooks. Age 60, he would have to have that. 

Mr. Devereux. Now, that would be the same as regular, would it 
not ? 

Mr. Ducanprer. That would be title 3 

Secretary Jackson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. You would retire him under title 3 ? 

Secretary Jackson. Twenty years of active service, and he is entitled 
to active service retirement. 

Mr. Ducanper. There are two situations, one, where he retires 
immediately, and one where he retires at age 60. 
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Mr. Devereux. Mr. Secretary, is it true that a reservist now complet- 
ing 20 years of service and retires after that time, he gets the same re- 
tirement as a Regular who has completed 20 years of satisfactory 
service ? 

Secretary Jackson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Devereux. That is the law today, is it not? 

Secretary Jackson. Yes; that is correct. 

Mr. Devereux. So, it would not be a change ? 

Mr. Brooks. It would be extended active service. 

Secretary Jackson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. And he would enjoy at the end of the 20 years the same 
advantages as though he had been integrated in the Regular service? 

Secretary Jackson. That is right. 

Mr. Brooxs. Although he would be retiring as a reservist on active 
duty ¢ 

Secretary Jackson. Yes. 

Mr. Ducanper. Now, Mr. Chairman, why don’t you take up the 
other situation where he gets out on 14 years, and then continues as a 
reservist in Inactive Reserve component and makes up the 6 years and 
retires at age 60% 

Now, what do you do for aoe He has received his readjustment 
pay when he went out at 14 ye 

Secretary Jackson. That j is ened I referred to, to what we call a 
recoupment. There is a formula in the bill. I would be glad to read 
it to you. 

If he does this, he would have to pay back according to a formula not 
in excess of 25 percent of his retirement pay so that he does not have 
both this readjustment pay for the 12 years plus the retirement. 

Mr. Brooks. That is the case where he voluntarily fails to accept 
an additional contract for extended active service ¢ 

Secretary Jackson. This would be, sir, after 14 years. 

Mr. Brooks. Suppose he is not tendered a further contract after 14 
year st 

Secretary Jackson. This recoupment clause would apply to every- 
body. 

Mr. Brooxs. Well, he was voluntarily tendered a new contract, or 
whether he was not ? 

Secretary Jackson, That is correct, sir, yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. Well, now if prior to 14 years, he is not tendered a 
new contract, and he then reaches a point where he ceases to be on 
extended active service, then, there is a problem of his severance pay, 
and that is, as I understand it, that is what there is a disagreement 
about. 

Secretary Jackson. One feature of it, the case you speak of, sir, 
where it is under 14 years, and let us say, he has been in for 10 years, 
he is in under a contract now, that would have carried him to 14, and 
the service says, “you must leave,” for reduction in force, he would get 
readjustment pay for every year he had served under both contracts, 
except for the first 2, and he would get a month, as the law now pro- 
vides, of pay and allowances for each year that they didn’t let him 
serve out the contract. 

Mr. Burns. Will the gentleman yield ? 

The CrarrmMan. Yes. 
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Mr. Burns. Now, what you say, they let him out at 14 years as a 
captain, to get his time in, he must do what, come back at a lesser 
grade, say, a staff ser geant to get his time in ¢ 

Secretary Jackson. Well, if he were separated as a captain, and I 
take it when you refer to getting time in, he wants to get back in 
active duty to complete 20 years, is that your question, sir! 

Mr. Burns. That is my question. 

Secretary Jackson. It would be possible, and would be possible 
under this’ ‘proposed bill, if the service wanted him back, to have him 
come back in an enlisted status. 

The thought is, however, if he had the—well, let me put it this way: 
If this bill were enacted, with the benefit that it would provide for 
that captain, there might be less concern about his coming back be- 
cause of the large amount of money and less inclination on a humani- 
tarian basis to let him go to the 20-year period. 

The situation that you speak of is where the man has not been ade- 
quately taken care of in an enforced separation, that from a humani- 
tarian standpoint, it is desirable to let him go through to the 20 years. 
We feel that the practice of a captain stepping down into the ranks 
of a noncom officer, by and large, is not a desirable thing. 

Mr. Brooxs. It certainly is not desirable. 

Mr. Putsrn. But that has been done. 

Secretary Jackson. Well, for the reasons I have mentioned—— 

Mr. Putter. It is being done now. 

Secretary Jackson. I beg your pardon / 

Mr. Pier. It is being done now. 

Secretary Jackson. Well, it is being done because it is felt that the 
inequity of the separations now are not right. 

Mr. Brooks. It has been done in many instances, but it has been 
done in extreme instances where an officer doesn’t know what else to 
do and he takes a step-down from an officer into the enlisted ranks. 
I don’t think that is very desirable on the part of any of the services 
to have its former officers with the ability, leadership, and qualities 
that they have to have to step down and become enlisted men. It 
doesn’t help your officers and it doesn’t help the enlisted men. 

Mr. Burns. I might state that I have a constituent that went down 
in history with the O’Connor Task Force in Italy, that had to do that. 

Mr. Purr. Mr. Chairman? 

Mr. Brooks. Yes, Mr. Philbin? 

Mr. Purser. Assuming that a man with 13 years and 11 months 
was involuntarily terminated due to a reduction in force, what would 
his rights be under the bill ? 

Secretary Jackson. He would get rehabilitation pay for the whole 
period of active duty he was on except for the first 2 years, in a lump 
sum in his hand. 

Mr. Puivein. And what would that amount to, generally, percent- 
agewise 

“Secretary Jackson. Well, it would depend on what the readjust- 
ment pay is, and that has not been determined. 

Mr. Puiretn. You have not arrived at the formula? 

Secretary Jackson. We have not arrived at the amount. 

Mr. Ducanper. Today, it is 2 months for every year he has served, 
but apparently you have not decided on what it will be. 
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Secretary Jackson. I beg your pardon, you said it was 2 months 
for 

Mr. Ducanner. I meant, it is a half a month. 

Secretary JACKSON. That is right. 

Mr. Ducanper. But you have not decided whether it should be 2 
months. 

Mr. Puteri. Well, insofar as that man that I stated, 13 years, 11 
months service, there is no way under the proposed bill by which he 
could be retired under the proposed bill ? 

Secretary Jackson. That is right. 

Mr. Puitern. He would get his pay that you indicated and that is 
all he is entitled to now ? 

Secretary Jackson. That is right. 

Mr. Burns. May we pursue this question of the gentleman of 10 
years service that is going out ¢ 

You give him his readjustment pay up to the end ‘of his contract, 
say it was 14 years. Then, what is his position with getting the rest 
of his time in if he wants to make it? Is he still allowed to do it 
through Reserve? 

Secretary Jackson. You mean, on Inactive Reserve ? 

Mr. Burns. That is what I mean. 

Secretary Jackson. Yes, that is right. He can do that and get his 
points, but then he has to allow a recoupment of a certain per cent of 
the retirement pay. 

Mr. Burns. But that does not matter whether it is 10 years, or 
13 years? 

Secretary JAckson. That is correct, if he is accepted for this in- 
active duty, he can get his points. 

Mr. Brooxs. Are. you finished, Mr. Philbin ? 

Mr. Prat. I think that last answer perhaps needed some clari- 
fication. 

A 10-year man, or a 14, well, a 13-year, 11-month man, the one 
that I quoted, he could go out and then go into the Reserve and finish 
out the balance of 20 years, and then come in under your readjustment 
formula ¢ 

Secretary Jackson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Puitern, And get his retirement at a reduced amount ? 

Secretary Jackson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Puitery. What would be the minimum number of years that 
a man could take advantage of that provision? It would be the 10 
years, 12 years, or 14 years? What would be the minimum number 
of years? 

Secretary Jackson. Well, in order to retire with a combination of 
active service, plus inactive service, I will have to ask the lawyers 
to check me here, you must have accumulated a minimum of a com- 
bination of 20 years, is that right ? 

Mr. Bartrmo. Twenty years. 

Secretary JACKSON. hua then at 60, you get your retirement. 

Mr. Putter. How much of that would be active service? 

Secretary Jackson. Well, in the instance that you give, this would 
be that amount. 

Mr. Putter. Well, is there a minimum? Do you have a floor, 
let’s say ? 
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Secretary Jackson. Well, no, but the larger the proportion of pen- 
sion would depend on the longer amount of active service because of 
the points that you can acquire are much less concentrated on inactive 
Reserve, they are equated in the term of the amount of the pension, 
much less than the active service. 

Mr. Puirer1n. That would be a reduction, you stated before, of 
about 25 percent or thereabouts ? 

Secretary Jackson. That is what this bill would provide, if you 
got this bill, it would be a much larger readjustment pay, then he 
would have to make a recoupment, not in excess of 25 percent. 

Mr. PHILBIN. So, at any point, a man in any service could, by 
combining the active service with the inactive service, or Reserve 
service, would become eligible for the reduced retirement. benefits, if 
he were to serve out the full, or any combination, if he would serve 
out the full 20 years? 

Secretary Jackson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. Let me ask you this, Mr. Secretary: A good many 
of these R. I. F’s are in a rather high position, for instance, there 
were lots of colonels and lieutenant. colonels. What provision is 
made in this bill, now, to insure that they will have an opportunity, 
when they are returned from active duty to Inactive Reserve serv- 
ice, that there will be a billet, or space for them in the tables or or- 
ganization of the unit or otherwise ? 

Secretary Jackson. I don’t know that I can answer that, sir. [| 
can say that as far as I know, this bill, of course, makes no guarantee 
that they will have a Reserve billet, and that is why I was careful to 
say, ° ‘if he qualifies,’ * and the service accepts him, he « can go into in- 
active service. 

Mr. Brooks. But, if he is R. I. F.’d out, we will say, after 12 years’ 

service, and he has a position of major, and you have no position for 
him to be active in the Reserve, it is an idle provision to say that he 
is entitled to earn out his 20 years’ service, if there is no place for him. 

Mr. Devereux. No, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. Well, wait. Let the Secretary answer that. 

Is that correct ¢ 

Secretary Jackson. Well, let me first say, sir, that if a bill with a 
considerable amount of, let us say, an equitable readjustment, there 
might not be such a need or motivation to continue, if the amount were 
adequate. 

Mr. Brooks. Well, what you are doing then, is to say, “We will in- 
ferentially repeal the prov ision of 810.” 

Secretary Jackson. No, sir. This situation has nothing whatso- 
ever to do with the present statutes of title 3 of 810. It doesn’t affect 
it in any respect. 

I can’t guarantee that anyone in any event, in the event they were 
R. I. F..d would find a billet in the Reserve. This has to do with our 
structure in the Reserve. 

Mr. Brooks. If he doesn’t find a billet and he has gone as far as 
12 or 13 years, then, he has lost his recoupment or retirement. 

Mr. Devereux. Will the chairman yield at that point ? 

Mr. Brooxs. Well, let the Secret: wy answer. 

Is that correct ? 

Secretary Jackson. I am sorry, sir. Perhaps the stenographer 
could repeat the question. I didn’t quite get it. 
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(Record read. ) 

Mr. Brooxs. Can I clear it up? 

Secretary Jackson. I don’t understand the import of the question. 

Mr. Brooxs. Under the provisions of section 3, 810, we provide 
that an officer could work to a 20-year retirement at age of 60 by 
Inactive Reserve service. 

Secretary Jackson. That is right. 

Mr. Brooks. Or Active Reserve service, but not on the active list. 

Now, if he spends 12 years in the Active Establishment, and then, 
because of the termination of his contract, or because of severance 
policy, he is returned to his Reserve status and you find no billet there 
for him, or no space for him, then, he can’t earn his points toward 
a 20-year retirement. 

Secretary Jackson. That is right. 

Mr. Brooxs. And in effect, you are authorizing him to work to a 
retirement under section 3 of 810, but at the same time, denying him 
that oppor? 

Secretary Jackson. Well, let me say, first of all, this bill has no 
effect on that situation; secondly, if he were an active duty officer 
and competent officer, it is highly unlikely that he would not be ac- 
cepted in the Reserves even though there was not a billet which would 
call for the drill pay. He could still participate and earn his points, 
and it is quite unlikely that an officer with that experience, who was 
willing to participate, would be denied participation, The only thing 
I saint flatly say, sir, here, is that in every single case he would h 
absolutely accepted, but I don’t think there is ‘much doubt that on 
the premises that we are speaking of, that this officer would find an 
opportunity to participate to earn his 50 points. 

Mr. Brooks. Well, at any rate, you feel that that is a matter of 
separate legislation, 1f it should be covered, do you? 

Secretary Jackson. Well, I don’t know what further legislation 
would be indicated, unless you are suggesting that in case of enforced 
separation, that as a matter of law, he will be entitled to a billet in 
Reserve participation. 

Mr. Brooks. Well, what is wrong with that principle? 

Secretary Jackson. Well, I don’t know that the principle is wrong, 
it might crank into it a degree of inflexibility that would be em- 
barrassing in a separate instance, but I don’t think that we have a 
problem there, sir, as a practical matter. 

Mr. Brooks. Well, I am glad you are optimistic about it. 

Let me ask you about another question, then, Mr, Devereux, do you 
want to ask him one question ¢ 

Mr. Devereux. Yes, sir. It is on the thought that a Reserve officer 
having been separated from active duty cannot find a billet in Re- 
serve service, may qualify for retirement pay by reason of keeping 
up with a school program or correspondence courses. 

Secretary Jackson. That is true. 

Mr. Devereux. So, they are not necessarily prevented from going 
on to retire or to acquire the necessary points on that. 

Mr. Brooks. Well, if that is the case, and I know it ‘s the case, 
then, there certainly would be no hardship if we stipulated in the 
law, as a matter of law, that they should be entitled to a position in 
the Reserve, since it is already available, isn’t that true? 

Mr. Burns. When was that available? 
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Mr. Brooks. It has been available all along. 

Mr. Puirern. It is permissive, I believe. It is not mandatory, 
and your suggestion would make it mandatory. 

Mr. Brooxs. That is right. 

Mr. Devereux. Would the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Brooks. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Devereux. You cannot enact such legislation that requires a 
unit to take some certain number of officers in in a certain unit if you 
do not have the billet available. 

Mr. Brooxs. No, but the point I am making, if I may say to my 
distinguished friend from Maryland, is that if the place is not avail- 
able in the table of organization, then they may, at the present time, 
let him do certain work which is not connected with the unit, but the 
question in my mind is simply that officer be assured, when he leaves 
active establishment, that he will be placed in such position, and that 
is my point. 

Mr. Devereux. Well, my understanding is that that is the law today, 
that he may. 

Mr. Brooxs. No; he says that it is not. 

Mr. Deverevx. By reason of attending a school, keeping up with a 
correspondence course, or something of that nature, he may qualify 
for his 20 years. 

Secretary Jackson. That is perfectly correct. 

The only thing that I think is not in the law, and I am no longer 
in the law, so I will have to consult counsel, is that there is no manda- 
tory provision that in the event of separation from active duty, he 
must be permitted to take correspondence courses, or to join a unit 
to qualify. This is my understanding of the issue. 

Mr. Deverevx. I grant that, but if the officer concerned does not 
wish to qualify, are we going to say that he must qualify ? 

Secretary Jackson. I think the chairman said that he must be given 
the opportunity to qualify. 

Mr. Brooks. That is right. 

Mr. Devereux. Well, I ‘thought that was in the law today. 

Mr. Putter. It is permissive, but not mandatory. 

Mr. Devereux. Well, it is permissive. Have we any example of an 
officer who wanted to qualify under that provision, but was told that 
he couldn’t ? 

Secretary Jackson. As I said, I don’t think that we have a practical 
problem. I am not advocating this program, as I said, but from a 
practical standpoint, I think that we do not have a problem. 

Mr. Deverevx. Well, there are some people back there that are very 
well versed on that. He might answer that question for us. 

Mr. Brooxs. Well, I can tell you that they don’t have mandatory 
right to be active, and we have had some cases where they were not 
given that right. 

Now, as I will agree with the Secretary, as a matter of practice, I 
am glad to say that the departments have not pursued a policy, other 
than trying to work out an arrangement for these officers. 

Mr. Burns. The word should be changed from “mandatory” to 
“may be.” 

Mr. Brooks. Well, yes, if that is the policy, and the Secretary sees 
no reason why it would be any hardship on anyone. 
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Would it not be prudent to make it mandatory that he be given 
that opportunity ? 

Secretary Jackson. I would, on the part of the Department of De- 
fense, hesitate to give a position on this. I would like to take it 
under consideration. I am always concerned about inexorable and 
arbitrary right to get into the service. It could cause some problems. 

Mr. Burns. Mr. Chi airman, I have one suggestion there. It seems 
to me that you should have some floor on the active duty service under 
the proposition that we were exploring a little while ago. It would 
mean that a man that was in the service with only 2 years would have 
that right to continue the next 18 years to acc umulate points for re- 
tirement and yet the man that was in 12 years is in the same position. 
He does not have a reasonable guaranty of good service, good con- 
duet, and ability to maintain that position, under this sy stem as you 
just pointed out. Now, you have got a little looseness there all the way 
through. 

Secretary Jackson. Are you referring now to the inactive duty ? 

Mr. Burns. Ability to make up their 20 years retirement. program, 
that is what it is. 

Secretary Jackson. By participation in some way ? 

Mr. Burns. Yes, sir. 

Secretary Jackson. And you feel, sir, that it is loose in some way, 
you said ¢ 

Mr. Burns. As of the moment, we were talking about people who 
had 12 years of active duty, and of the ability, whether mandatory 
or permissive, to make up their time, but under the conversation a 
little while ago, and the man with 3 years service, as the gentleman 
from Massachusetts pointed out, could be entitled to that same right 
as the man with 12 years’ service. 

Secretary Jackson. Oh, I think if you call it a “right,” it is avail- 
able to all reservists who, for any reason, are off active duty and come 
in on inactive duty. 

Mr. Puttein. Well, you were in agreement that it should be appli- 
cable to all? 

Secretary Jackson. That is right. 

Mr. Putten. But you have hesitated to state, I notice, that it would 
be applicable to all; that is, you take the position, apparently, that it 
would be difficult for the Department to give that guaranty. Now, in 
line with what the distinguished gentleman from “Mary!: and brought 
out, there are two facets to this; first, he is allowed to make up this 
time by a combination of active serv ic e, Reserve service. Now, then, 
if he is not able to get Reserve billet, ‘he may then take this other 
course, aS was indicated; however, at ‘the present time, that is on a 
permissive basis, and is not a mand: tory thing. 

I think the chairman’s inquiries are on the question of whether or 
not it would be feasible and practical to put it on a mandatory basis. 
What objection or objections, if any, would the Department have to 
that. proposal ¢ 

Secretary Jackson. Well, as I have stated, sir, this is something 
collateral to the matter before us, but I would rather reserve an 
opinion on that. 

Mr. Puitein. I can well understand that. 

Secretary Jackson. And give an answer later. 
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Mr. Puirein. I can see that is something that you would like to 
deliberate on, but I think that that goes to the nub of this question 
that we are discussing here. I would appreciate having the views of 
the Department, if you could give them to us. 

Secretary Jackson. I w ould be glad to. 

Mr. Devereux. Does counsel have : any opinion on that? I thought, 
from the 810, it provided that they would have the right to continue. 

Mr. Ducanper. Well, I think, Mr. Devereux, that the Department 
would not have to accept them, if for some reason they didn’t want 
to. I think that there has been very little, if any, problems so far, 
because I think that the Department will allow anyone to take cor- 
respondence courses, and take active duty for training. Now, the 
active duty for training is a problem, because they don’t r alw: ays have 
the money. It is not because C ongress won’t give them the money; 
they won't request enough; therefore, they tell the man that he can 
take his 2 weeks of active duty, but he must do it without pay, and 
that is pretty hard on him. Many of these people have to take their 
2 weeks’ active duty for training on their vacation time, and their 
wives are willing to let them do it on their vacation if they get paid. 

There may be some es I have suggested at one time to the 
subcommittee, on these r. i. f.’d officers last year, there was the sug- 
gestion that something mate be done which would require the De- 
partment to pay them on that basis of 2 weeks’ active duty so that they 
could continue on with 20 years. I don’t know if we are getting into 
any real problems here, but I know this is customary, for this com- 
mittee to tie things down so you won’t get into any problems in the 
future. 

Mr. Devereux. I grant you that, if they don’t get the money for the 
active duty, and they don’t put in that time, then they can’t acquire 
their points. 

Mr. Ducanner. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Devereux. But they can acquire their points by other means. 

Mr. Ducanper. I have never known of any other instance, unless 
the man was not qualified to take the correspondence course, when 
the Department has denied the man a right to take the correspondence 
course and thus accumulate the points that way. 

a Brooks. Of course, you are getting into another method of 

i. fing officers. Unless they have the mandatory opportunity to 
go into the Reserve partic ipation, unless they are ” ing released from 
the Active Establishment, it is just another way of r. f. ing, that is all. 

Mr. Ducanper. That is right. 

Mr. Brooxs. I want to ask you about this point, since you are here 
covering all of this. We all agree, and there 1s no opposition, is there, 
to the principle of term contracts for these Reserve officers. Is that a 
correct statement ? 

Mr. Ducanpver. That isa good question. 

Secretary Jackson. If, by “term contracts,” you refer to a situation 
where a man has completed his contract, is offered another one and 
refused, and this is my understanding of the strict concept— 

Mr. Brooks. Well, initially, too, where he is initially offered a con- 
tract. I mean the principle of term contracts, where you call an officer 
to duty and you give him a contract for active duty; that is what I 
would call a term contract, for a Reserve officer. 
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Secretary Jackson. We have no objection to requiring that all offi- 
cers, except those special ones mentioned here, Reserve officers who 
go on extended active duty, get a contract. : 

Mr. Brooks. So that we are agreed on the principle, with minor 
exceptions that you mentioned here, that all officers should be given 
a term contract upon going to active duty q 

Secretary JAcKSON. After their obligated period, they should 
receive a contract with a period prescribed by the service and accepted 
by the man. 

Mr. Brooks. And that we can all agree on the principle that, when 
that contract is terminated, they will either get severance pay or they 
will be given an alternative of another contract. 

Secretary Jackson. Where we are not all in agreement, sir, is in 
the situation where, after he has satisfactorily completed the contract, 
and the service asks him to take another contract, and he re fuses, 
whether or not he should get the rehabilitation pay, even though he 
wants to leave, is still unresolved. 

Mr. Brooks. Yes; I understand that. Now, suppose he goes on 
further, and takes another contract that is offered him, you reach the 
point where you say—you said something in your statement about 
substandard separations. Now, what is there in this proposed bill 
to cover the procedure to be used in substandard separations 4 

(Short pause. ) 

Mr. Brooks. Do you have that, sir? 

Secretary Jackson. Yes, sir; on page 4 of the bill, of the draft, on 
line 14, the language amending the present law would read: 


However, for an officer who is serving under, or is eligible for, an active-duty 
374 


agreement under section 679 of title 10, United States Code, and who is not 
discharged from his Reserve appointment because of failure to achieve the 
standards of performance prescribed by the Secretary concerned, the rate is 
increased— 
and so on. 

Now, the present, existing law takes care of a man who is separated 
for substandard procedures, and he will come under, as I understand 
the present law, the 44-month maximum which is in the law. 

Mr. Brooxs. But I don’t quite follow what procedure you would 
use to determine that an officer is substandard, and what procedure 
would you then use to return him to inactive duty, if he is substandard, 
or would you release him from the Military Establishment entirely / ; 

Secretary Jackson. As presently provided, if the man’s perform- 
ance was below the minimum required, you would go before a board 
of officers, and this issue would be resolved as to whether or not he 
should be discontinued, and, if it were so decided, it was the purpose 
of this bill that he should not get the large amount; he would still 
get the half-month’s salary. 

Mr. Brooxs. He would be boarded just exactly like the Regular 
officer when you find him to be substandard. 

Secretary Jackson. The procedure would be the same, by a board 
of officers with a hearing and an opportunity to reply. 

Mr. Brooks. Reported to the Secretary ? 

Secretary Jackson. Reported to the Secretar y of the service. 

Mr. Brooks. The board of officers would be composed of officers of 
his rank, or superior rank, and handled in the same way as the Reg- 
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ular Establishment holds the procedures for substandard officers at 
this time? 

Secretary Jackson. That is correct. 

Mr. Brooks. So, there would be no difference between the two? 

Secretary Jackson. That is correct. 

Mr. Brooxs. And in that event, he would receive a difference, there, 
in the rate of pay under this provision on page 4? 

Mr. Bray. Mr. Chairman ? 

Mr. Brooxs. Mr. Bray. 

Mr. Bray. I have been following rather closely the questions by 
the chairman and by General Devereux. I notice it is very hard to 
write in legislation, that is, guaranties that certain administrative 
procedures will be properly followed. 

A couple of years ago I would not have been worried about. this 
situation, but because recent developments have shown a rather lack 
of interest on the part na aa Department of Defense in the whole 
Reserve situation, and we are all aware of that lack of interest, maybe 
we have reached the ier “of pushbutton warfare, to get the right 
kind of men to furnish the right kind of pushbuttons, “and I would 
like to see—I am talking now to the counsel here—something in this 
bill that could be done to at least express a legislative intent that 
these men, say, with 13, 14, 15, 16, 17 years of service, be allowed, or 
given the ‘opportunity to continue and get their retirement, and this 
remark is not to be directed toward the witness because I know 
the policy is far beyond your having anything to do with it, but when 
we find the Department of Defense taking funds that have been 
appropriated for the various branches of Reserves, and refusing to 
spend it year after year, and yet showing a great deal of interest in 
money spent for everything else, I don’t know whether that shows 
an increasing lack of interest or disinterest in the whole Reserve 
system. Andi in the reservists as individuals. 

And, if it is, we can expect, perhaps deliberate, intent to keep these 
officers from finishing their Reserve obligations because if you decide 
you do not need even the Army, you do not need the Reserves, 
and you don’t want to even spend the money appropriated for that 
program, how do we know that you are not going to make a deliberate 
a. to keep the men from finishing the time in Reserve? 

I don’t know what we can do but it seems to be a lack of good 
faith on the part of the Department of Defense on matters of reserve 
affairs, and deliberate antagonism toward the intent expressed by 
Congress. 

Mr. Ducanper. Mr. Bray, when Mr. Brooks and I met with repre- 
sentatives of the Department sometime ago which resulted in this 
draft, we discussed language which could be put in the bill which 
would guarantee at least a percentage of those that got up to 14 years, 
that they could go on to 20 years. I can formulate the language and 
have it ready for you. 

Mr. Bray. Is there any interest on the De ee of Defense to 
work out a plan whereby certain reservists, say, that got 14 or 15 
years, that are vitally needed—I don’t want the Tiefetine eas 
to keep any men that are not needed on active duty, but are needed, 
there any plan there whereby they can continue and be off the tc 
tion rolls so that they are not blocking anybody, to continue to reach 
their 20 years? 
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Mr. Ducanper. I can say that we certainly could provide you the 
language that would require them to do that, but they are not in 
favor of that, I don’t think. 

Mr. Bray. Are they in favor of being allowed to keep a certain 
percentage of the men that they need, that is permissive? Can they 
do it today if they want ? 

Mr. Ducanprer. If they want, yes. 

Mr. Bray. Say an engineer or an ordnance officer that they need, 
can they keep him today on until his 20 years, even if he is out of the 
promotion program 4 

Mr. Ducanper. If I understand your question correctly, they may 
keep him until 20 years, and my understi nding, and I hate to speak 
for them, but my understanding from our previous meetings with the 
representatives of the Department was that they did not wish to 
be tied down to being required to keep anyone after 14 years if they 
didn’t want to. 

Mr. Brooxs. Well, may we say this, and ask the Secretary there, 
you have a provision in this bill, however, covering that point, and 
there is no disagreement on that provision, is there, that an officer who 
stays in 14 years is offered another contract that will carry him through 
20 years. 

Secretary Jackson. That is correct. 

Mr. Brooxs. And the only way to eliminate that officer after he 
has a new contract at 14 year would be by a board with a trial as a 
Regular officer is, and released as substandard material. That is right, 
isn’t it? 

Secretary Jackson. No; no, sir. The import of the 6-year require- 
ment in this bill is that a man who has reached the 14-year mark in 
his career, and the service wants him, they can not give him a contract 
for less than 6 years, which would carry him to retirement, but I don’t 
want to misrepresent anything to the committee; that is not to say 
that theoretically that man could not be separated by a reduction in 
force, but if he were, he would get the extended—— 

Mr. Brooks. Severance pay ? 

Secretary Jackson. The larger proportionate benefit, and I believe 
it would, in one instance, there was a version of the bill that put a 
ceiling on the amount, but this would be outside of the ceiling, but 
theoretically, if he hadn’t reached 18 years, he could be separated 
with the benefit of that amount. 

Mr. Bray. That is right in line with my question. Would this law 
enable you to keep those people and not put them—for instance, say 
an engineer was a lieutenant colonel of 14 years, or 15—by the way, 
15 years, you couldn’t use this contract, could you? Is that right, or 
could you, say an officer of 15 years, could you give him a 5-year con- 
tract ¢ 

Secretary Jackson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bray. And would that be under, would he still be on the pro- 
motion rolls and be blocking someone else by this legislation, or have 
you taken care of that? 

Secretary Jackson. If he was on active duty, he would count in 
the numbers of his grade. 

Mr. Bray. What I have been interested in, and we have discussed 
legislation that would allow you a certain percentage of people, this 
is permissive, and take them off the promotion rolls, say that lieu- 
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tenent colonel had 14, 15, or 16 years, and you wanted to keep him, and 
yet you didn’t want to block the promotion of some Regular officers; 
that matter was discussed here in the committee. Has there been any 
plan to write legislation along that line, extra numbers in grade, I 
believe is the correct name of it ? 

Secretary Jackson. I have heard of no plan along that line, no sir, 
that I know of. 

Mr. Bray. Now, the reason I am mentioning that, I know of an in- 
stance, a lieutenant colonel that I served with in World War II, and 
he was an engineer, about 4 or 5 years ago, he was let out, and since 
that time he is being paid 35 percent, 40 percent more and he wanted 
toremain. They still needed him asa civilian engineer; he is a civilian 
engineer, and you are paying him now around 35 percent more than 
what you paid him as an officer and you released him. 

Now, that is not for the good of the service, the taxpayers, or anyone 
else. That is what I am trying to say, and they frankly let go of him 
because they wanted to promote a junior Regular officer, and I realize 
your problem there, but what I would like to see is something done 
on this there so that a limited number of people that you do need, 
especially trained people, so you could keep them and still keep your 
normal promotion going. We know that you have to promote the 
younger fellows and I don’t have any criticism, but I believe some- 
thing ought to be done to protect the service and the taxpayer so that 
you could keep those people that you need. This man was getting 35 
and 40 percent more than what he got in the service, you know, of the 

rank that he had in the Army, and he is still working for the military 
today. 

That is not for the good of the service or the taxpayer, or anyone 
else. I think something ought to be done. 

Secretary JACKSON. Of course, I am not familiar with why, if they 
needed this man, and they needed engineers, they let him go. 

Mr. Bray. Plainly because he was r. i. f..d. Nothing was the matter 
with his service, but he was not able to reach his—to get his 20 years 
in before he was 55. That is why they let him go. 

Mr. Brooks. Mr. Secretary, may I ask you one more question before 
we adjourn here ? 

You have told us enough to make me believe that it is entirely 
possible—and we will adjourn next month—there will be a r. i. f. pro 
gram next fall. 

Now, we will all be home then. That is the case, and if it turns out 
that way, what provision have we made in this bill to take care of those 
officers, Reserve officers on active duty ? 

Secretary Jackson. Well, if I may be permitted, sir, to address 
myself to the preface of your question, I would lke to correct the 
record, if I may. If I have given the impression that I stated that 
there would be ar. i. f. in the fall, if I did so state, that is not my in- 
tention. 

Mr. Brooks. No, you did not, and I am clear on that; however, 
enough has been said here together with what I have heard hefore, 
and together with past history of last year, to make me feel that 
there may be another program right after the adjournment of Con- 
gress. 

Now, if that is the case, do we attempt to cover the status of present 
officers on extended active duty in this bill that has been presented 
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Secretary Jackson. If this bill were passed, depending on the 
amount of readjustment pay and if there were ar. i. f., the individuals 
who were separated would fare much more equitably than they would 
without this bill. 

Mr. Brooks. You mean, getting more money, is that right ¢ 

Secretary JACKSON, Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. But you would have no other protection for them in 
this bill ? 

Secretary Jackson. You would have, of course, one additional 
factor—still a benefit, sir—provision for the individual that was 
r. i. fd, of course, I might add that this bill would take a little to 
phase in. The people on active duty would be given an option to pick 
up and so on, but if the bill were in effect, in addition to whatever 
Congress decided to be the increased readjustment amount, he would 
also presumably, under the law, have a contract and he could get in 
addition to the readjustment, the payments for the period of the con- 
tract which the military department did not allow him to complete and 
this he cannot get now. 

Mr. Ducanper. Well, is it the intent, Mr. Secretary, to give every 
person—if this is enacted—is this an intent to give every person, an 
officer in Reserve status or on active duty, at the present time, a con- 
tract ¢ 

Secretary Jackson. There are a few specific exceptions. 

Mr. Ducanper. I mean, except for the exceptions. 

Secretary JAcKson. The others that are presently on board will be 
given the opportunity, if they wish, to have a contract under the terms 
of this bill. 

Is that correct ¢ 

Colonel Keck. During the first year, there is a phase in. There is 
a last page of the bill that provides that it is not mandatory in the 
first years. So, to answer the chairman’s question, if there were a 
r. i. f. immediately in the on that this bill would not necessarily 
apply to any of those officers r. i. f.'d. 

Mr. Brooxs. So, if they survive the first 12 months, then they are 
entitled to the contract ¢ 

Colonel Keck. Well, there is a possibility that a man can be given a 
contract, as the Secretary has pointed out, but it would not be prudent, 
I don't feel, for the services to tender contracts to the people they ex- 
pect to release immediately. 

Mr. Ducanper. That is looking at it from the service standpoint 
but it would be most prudent from the officer's standpoint if he is 
going to be released. 

You see, what the chairman was driving at was something to pro- 
tect all officers now serving on active duty in case there was a r. i. f. 
next year. 

Colonel Keck. However, there is another provision in the bill that 
provides that the increased readjustment that would accrue to in- 
dividuals only after June 30, of this year. Therefore, if an individ- 
ual, say, had 14 years, he could not have been under a contract. So, 
even if he entered a contract this month, he would not get any in- 
creased readjustment pay. 

Mr. Ducanper. That is only on pay. 

Colonel Keck. Yes. 
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Mr. Burns. The only way to cover the people now in the service 
would be to write a contract into the bill that all officers and reservists 
would have a 2-year contract, or some other figure until replaced by 
the contracts. 

Colonel Keck. Yes, sir; except that the only point I was trying to 
clarify was that as the bill is presently written, it would not benefit 
them on any increased readjustment pay for any time they have al- 
ready served, to c arry your thinking one step further. 

Mr. Brooks. It is not retroactive in an w: ay, in any sense of the 
word ? 

Colonel Keck. It would not be. 

Mr. Ducanper. Then, the man with 17 years of service, if this bill 
is enacted, could expect, if he is r. i. fd, to get only what he gets 
today ? 

Colonel Keck. If he is r. i. f..d immediately following 

Mr. Ducanper. This would do nothing for him ? 

Colonel Keck. Unless he were tendered a contract. 

Mr. Ducanper. That is what I said. 

Colonel Kecx. Then, he would only get an increase of breach of 
contract pay and no effect over his past service. 

Mr. Devereux. Mr. Chairman ? 

Mr. Brooxs. General Devereux ? 

Mr. Devereux. What provision do you have in here insofar as 
board action is concerned? Now, it is my understanding that here- 
tofore you have not had in effect a statutory board action to determine 
who would be R. I. F.’d. 

Mr. Bartrmo. Mr. Devereux, may | answer that question ¢ 

It is a very technical one. In putt ing this draft of the bill together, 
we have tried to preserve the laws on the books, such as title 10, sec- 
tion 680, which is the old amendment to the Armed Forces Reserve 
Act which provided for the 5-year contract. I am sure you sat on 
that committee and helped to pass that law. That particular section 
provides that any officer who is R. I. F.’d, or released from duty 
under that contract for conduct that was substandard, must have oe 
case come before a board of officers very similar to the board « 
Regular officers set up by the Secretary of the Department concer el. 
We have preserved that feature, to apply to all officers in like cir- 
cumstance under this bill and I might read it for you, it is very 
short, if you would like to hear it. 

Mr. Brooks. Yes. 

Mr. Barrimo (reading) : 

Each agreement made under section 768 (a) of this title should provide that 
the member may not be released from active duty without his consent during 
the period of agreement (1) because of a reduction in actual personnel strength 
of the Armed Forces is concerned, unless the release is in accordance with the 
recommendation of a board of officers appointed by an authority designated 
by the Secretary concerned to determine that the members to be released from 
active duty under regulations prescribed by the Secretary * * * 

And so forth. 

Mr. Devereux. All right. Now, how about those that did not have 
a contract but they were in indefinite status ? 

Mr. Barrio. I am not too clear of what you mean by “indefinite 
status.” 

Mr. Devereux. Well, if they were on active duty without a contract, 
would they come under that provision, too ? 
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Mr. Bartimo. No, sir. I believe that that provision only applies, 
as I explained, to people who had the 5 years’ contract. 

Mr. Devereux. All right. Then, in effect, when an officer is given 
an indefinite term of active duty, he has less protection than an officer 
who has been given a contract for a certain number of years? 

Mr. Barrio. I believe I would answer that “Yes.” 

Mr. Devereux. Well, it seems to me that that is not—it seems to 
me that that is a little bit wrong because when you give an officer 
indefinite active duty, generally speaking, he is probably a better of- 
ficer and at least grown up with the Reserves, they have the feeling 
that they are almost Regulars. 

Mr. Barttmo. May I just backtrack about three steps? I think we 
ought to straighten out a fear that you evidently have. I can assure 
you, and I think the Secretary can substantiate this, that it is the 
desire and the will of the Defense Department, as soon as we get a law 
to give each and every one of these Reserve officers, with the excep- 
tions mentioned earlier, contracts as soon as it is humanly possible 
to do so. 

Mr. Devereux. That may be true. 

Mr. Brooxs. Iam going back to that point. 

Mr. Devereux. If I may, however, in the past these officers who 
had a definite status, they were relieved from active duty without any 
statutory board action and that is one of the things that has deterred 
many of those reserve officers. 

Now, they do not have the same protection of the law so far as a 
person having a contract is concerned, and they do not have the same 
protection under the law so far as the Regular officer is concerned. 

Mr. Bartimo. I think, Mr. Devereux, you will have to agree to this 
statement; that the philosophy of a Reserve officer, even on indefinite 
status, impinged on the fact that there was no guaranty as to the 
length of time he would remain on duty. He would remain on duty 
so long as this country needed his services and he desired to remain 
in service. There were many fine Reserve officers which the Depart- 
ment of Defense was reluctant to release from active duty but these 
were the facts of life. 

This bill is designed to correct, I think, that sort of inequity that 
you are talking about. 

Mr. Brooks. May I interrupt for this? 

When we wrote in the original provisions for a contract, the ques- 
tion came up at that time whether or not we would make it manda- 
tory or simply optional. The feeling was so strong, at that time, that 
it was a good provision, that the feeling generally expressed was that 

erhaps it would cover almost all officers in the service called to active 
uty. But, that was not the result of our action because we made it 
optional and it has fallen largely into disuse. So that now, that is 
one of the major problems that we have to overcome to make it man- 
datory to cover all officers. Otherwise, it might not be used at all. 

Mr. Barttno. I think, Mr. Chairman, we should give you the rea- 
son we have what I called a shakedown provision in this bill of one 
year, and I think this should be emphasized, that it certainly is the 
desire and the intent to give every Reserve officer a contract, with, 
of course, the exceptions already mentioned. 
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Now, as you know, the vastness of the Army, the Air Force, and 
Navy, with officers coming and going, particularly with people who 
change their minds as to whether to stay more than 2 years, is such 
that it would be mechanically impossible to give every man a con- 
tract, say 20 days after the bill is passed. 

We intend to give contracts as fast as is humanly possible to do so, 
perhaps in 60 day 7s, if we can. 

Mr. Brooxs. Vell, if I may interrupt, we could provide, however, 
there be no R. I. F.’s going on until you get around to giving a man 
a contract. 

Mr. Barrio. Well, of course, Mr. Chairman, you are dealing in 
a strata far above me. 

Mr. Brooks. You say as a practical matter, as the vastness of the 
service is involved, you couldn’t get around to giving each man a 
contract, but as a pre actical matter, we would provide that there be no 
R. I. F.’s until you give the contre acts. Now, isn’t that true? 

Mr. Barrimo. Well, if you are asking me ‘if that is true, that you 
could provide so, I believe you certainly could provide it. However, 
if I may suggest, it seems to me that the executive branch of the Gov- 
ernment for which I am a humble representative, would find such a 
provision difficult. I think the philosophy is well known that they 
want to maintain an armed force in being to preserve our way of life 
and to meet any contingency which might come about. 

Now, if it is determined because of the “big picture,” there must be 
a reduction in force, it seems to me that it would be an encumbrance 
on the executive branch for the Congress to say that you shall not do 
it. 

Mr. Brooxs. I dont’ think that you could say that the Congress, 
in itself, is complaining specifically about the reduction in force, but 
when you reduce these officers the feeling is that the handling of it 
has not been equitable toward officers who have spent long years on 
active duty in the service of the Nation, and it is not in the best 
interests of the military department that we continue a practice that 
has grown up, perhaps, when we feel it is inequitable. 

Now, I think that pretty well expresses it. 

Now, my thought is this: The time is here where we are going to have 
a rollcall in a moment on the floor on our bill, by the way, and several 
others behind that. We just have copies of this bill. My suggestion 
is to everyone on the subcommittee to look over the copies, study the 
bill, and let us tomorrow see, we have some small bills to take up. 
We will let this go over a day or two and maybe, perhaps, by that time, 
the Secretary may be able to give us some results of some of these 
things and perhaps a position on the bill, and in that event, we can 
take it up in the next 2 or 3 days. 

(The bill is as follows:) 


A BILL To amend title 10, United States Code, with respect to active duty agreements for 
reserve officers, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 


of America in Congress assembled, That section 679 of title 10, United States Code, 
is amended to read as follows: 


“$ 679. Active duty agreements 


“(a) Before ordering a member of an armed force under his jurisdiction to 
active duty (other than for training) as a Reserve officer with his consent for a 
period of three months or more, or before retaining him on active duty with 














8079 


his consent for such a period, the Secretary concerned shall make a standard 
written agreement with that member requiring him to serve for a period of 
active duty that the Secretary considers is necessary to meet the needs of that 
armed force, but not more than six years. An active duty agreement may not 
be made in time of war, or of national emergency declared by Congress or the 
President after July 1, 1953, and an active duty agreement already in effect 
terminates at the beginning of a war or such an emergency. 

“(b) Subsection (a) does not apply— 

“(1) to an officer of the Medical Corps or Dental Corps of the Army or 
Navy ; 
“(2) to an officer of the Veterinary Corps of the Army ; 
“(3) toa medical, dental, or veterinary officer of the Air Force; 
“(4) to an officer who has not completed at least two years of active 
duty as a commissioned officer ; 
“(5) to an officer who is hospitalized or under investigation, or against 
whom proceedings of a court-martial or board of officers are pending; 
“(6) to any officer authorized by the Secretary of Defense, or the Secretary 
concerned subject to such policies as may be prescribed by the Secretary of 
Defense, to serve on active duty in connection with a special project or 
special assignment, or to serve on a board; or 
“(7) when the Coast Guard is not operating as a service in the Navy, to 
any officer of the Coast Guard authorized by the Secretary of the Treasury 
to serve on active duty in connection with a special project or special 
assignment, or to serve on a board. 
Notwithstanding clause (4), a written agreement may be made at any time with 
a person who agrees to serve on active duty as a Reserve officer for a period of at 
least one year upon completing his first two years of active commissioned service. 
Such an agreement becomes effective on the first day after he completes those 
two years of active service. 

“(e) Except in the case of an officer who has completed at least thirteen, but 
not more than fourteen, years of active commissioned service, and except as 
provided in subsection (d), no agreement may be made under subsection (a) 
for a period of active duty that is less than one year. However, no active duty 
agreement may be made with an officer who has completed less than fourteen 
years of active commissioned service if that agreement would expire after the 
officer has completed fourteen years of that service. 

“(d) Each Reserve officer who is eligible for an active duty agreement under 
subsection (a), and who has completed at least fourteen years of active com- 
missioned service, shall, except in time of war or of national emergency 
declared by Congress or the President after July 1, 1953, be released from 
active duty unless he is appointed as a Regular officer or is offered and accepts 
an active duty agreement under that subsection. If such an agreement is made 
with an officer who has not yet completed the minimum service required for 
retirement under section 3911, 6323, 6327, or 8911 of this title, or section 232 
of title 14, as the case may be, the agreement shall provide that it expires on 
the earlier of the following dates: 

“(1) The date on which he completes the minimum service required for 
retirement under that section. 

(2) The date on which he is otherwise required by law to be removed 
from an active status. 

“(e) Agreements made under this section are subject to such policies, pro- 
cedures, and controls as may be prescribed by the Secretary of Defense for 
the Armed Forces under his jurisdiction or by the Secretary of the Treasury 
for the Coast Guard when the Coast Guard is not operating as a service in 
the Navy. The policies, procedures, and controls prescribed by the Secretary 
of Defense and the Secretary of the Treasury shall be uniform so far as 
practicable. 

“(f) If an agreement made under this section terminates, under subsection 
(a), at the beginning of a war or national emergency, the officer concerned 
may be kept on active duty, without his consent, as otherwise provided by law.” 

Sec. 2. Section 265 of the Armed Forces Reserve Act of 1952 (50 U. S. C. 
1016) is amended— 

(1) by amending subsection (a)— 

(A) by striking out the word “involuntarily” in the first sentence; 

and 
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(B) by inserting the following new sentence after the first sentence: 
“However, for an officer who is serving under, or is eligible for, an active 
duty agreement under section 679 of title 10, United States Code, and who 
is not discharged from his Reserve appointment because of failure to achieve 
the standards of performance prescribed by the Secretary concerned, the 
rate is increased to ———— month’s basic pay for each year of active com- 
missioned service after June 30, 1958, and the first two years of his active 
commissioned service may not be credited in computing his readjustment 
payment.” 

(2) by amending subsection (b) (1) to read as follows: 

“(1) A person who is released from active duty at his own request, 

other than a commissioned officer who is released from active duty 
upon completing a period of service under agreement under section 679 
of title 10, United States Code.” ; 

(3) by amending the second sentence of subsection (b) (5) to read as 
follows: 

““However, such a person is entitled— 

“(A) to receive readjustment pay under this section even though 
he is also enitled to be paid under section 680 of title 10, United 
States Code; and 

“(B) with respect to severance pay to which he is entitled under 
any provision of law other than section 680 of that title, to elect either to 
receive that severance pay or to receive readjustment pay under this 
section, but not both.” 

(4) by amending subsection (c) to read as follows: 

“(c) Under regulations to be prescribed by the Secretary concerned or 
the Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs, as the case may be, there shall be 
deducted— : 

“(1) from the monthly retired pay of an officer who has received 

readjustment payments under the second sentence of subsection (a) 
and wh? qualifies for retired pay under any provision of title 10, 
United States Code; or 

“(2) from the monthly compensation of an officer who has received 

readjustment payments under the second sentence of subsection (a) 
and who qualifies for compensation under any law administered by the 
Veterans’ Administration for a disability incurred during a period for 
which he has received that readjustment payment; 
an amount sufficient to recover, during the life expectancy of the officer, 
that part of the readjustment payment based on service performed after 
June 30, 1958. However, the deduction may not be more, in any one month, 
than 25 per centum of the officer’s monthly compensation. There shall be 
deducted from any severance pay to which an officer who has received re- 
adjustment payments under the second sentence of subsection (a) is en- 
titled under section 1212, 3303 (d) (3), 3786 (b), 6882 (c), 6383 (f), 
6384 (b), 8803 (d) (3), or 8786 (b) of title 10, United States Code, an 
amount equal to that received as readjustment payments. However, in 
place of the deduction described above, a Reserve officer who has received 
readjustment payments under the second sentence of subsection (a) may 
elect to have deducted, from the years of service with which he would other- 
wise be credited in determining his eligibility for retired pay and in com- 
puting the amount of his retired pay, all periods for which he received 
readjustment payments under that sentence.”; and 

(5) by repealing subsections (e) and (h). 

Sec. 3. Except with the consent of that member and the Secretary concerned 
section 679 of title 10, United States Code, as amended by this Act, does not 
apply to any member who, on the effective date of this Act, has not completed 
his obligation or served the full term of his agreement, incurred or entered into 
before that date, to serve a specified minimum period of active duty. However, 
upon completing that period of active duty, he is thereafter subject to that 
section, as amended by this Act. 

Sec. 4. During the one-year period foliowing the date of enactment of this Act, 
the actions otherwise required by section 679 (a) (first sentence) and (c) of 
title 10, United States Code, are permissive and not mandatory. 


Mr. Brooks. So, if there is no objection, we will meet tomorrow 
morning on these other bills. 








8081 


(The following statements were ordered to be inserted in the 
record :) 


STATEMENT BY ANSON W. MARTIN, Masor, SS-USAR, InN Support or H. R. 10171, 
To AMEND TITLE 10, Unrrep States Cope, To Provine TerM RETENTION Con- 
TRACTS FOR RESERVE OFFICEKS 


BACKGROUND ON MAJOR MARTIN 


1. Member of United States Army Reserve since June 1939. 
2. Four years active duty with United States Army during World War II. 
Overseas service in European theater of operations. 

3. Returned to being active reservist at conclusion of World War II as soon 
as Reserve program was established. 

4. Throughout military career—Active and Reserve—directly or indirectly 
associated with morale services. 

5. For past 5 years, dealt primarily with recruitment for United States Army 
Reserve school program in addition to normal duties as member of the staff and 
faculty of 1044th Paramus USAR School, Paramus, N. J. 

6. Presently assigned to the school as an auditor student but actively serving 
as branch director for civil affairs and military government Branch School 
composed entirely of auditor students. 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


[I am deeply appreciative of this opportunity to present to your committee a 
factual report on the status of the United States Army Reserve program at its 
lowest level—that of the citizen soldier desiring to further his military education 
and training to be properly prepared should he again be called upon to serve his 
country. 

For the past 19 years—less 5 months—I have watched the United States 
Army Reserve strength rise and fall. Since World War II, I’ve watched the 
effort to build the Reserve. I've seen it succeed. And, with success achieved, 
I’ve watched an equally determined effort to destroy a major portion of the 
Reserve program and wipe it out. 

Our Reserve strength is being wantonly dissipated with reservist after reserv- 
ist being forced out of active participation in the program—forced out involun- 
tarily by constantly changing regulations—or who give up in despair in the 
face of uncertainty and indecision. 

There are many aspects to this problem which I will endeavor to set forth 
yn the following pages chronologically, clearly, and briefly. 


THE RESERVE OFFICER 


1. There are three ways a Reserve officer may continue his military training: 
(a) By seeking assignment to a table of organization and equipment unit 
of his branch. 
(b) By enrollment in a USAR school. 
(c) By pursuing extension courses; studies conducted by correspondence 
between a Reserve officer and the service school of his arm or service. 
2. Table of organization and equipment units are scattered. There normally 
is no difficulty in securing officer personnel. There is difficulty in filling the ranks 
of enlisted personnel. But, unless a Reserve officer is fortunate enough to find a 
table of organization and equipment unit of his branch sufficiently close to his 
home or business, he must forego any reserve military training whether he would 
like to continue or not. 

3. The USAR schools were organized to fill this void. It required only a mini- 
mum of 10 officers to establish a branch school to provide a man with valuable 
military training within his own branch. For some of the services, only five 
officers are required to establish a branch school. 

One requirement, and logically so, prevented an officer from enrolling in a 
USAR branch school, if there was an existing officer vacancy in a table of organ- 
ization and equipment unit of his branch and for which he was qualified by virtue 
of his grade. In most areas, this requirement did not prove a deterrent because: 

(a) Table of organization and equipment vacancies were filled quickly. 
(b) No table of organization and equipment unit was in existence for the 
officer’s particular arm or service. 
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4. The large majority of Reserve officers are willing to continue their training 
without pay if they can secure training in their military specialty. The reward 
of promotion to higher grades and the possibility of future retirement is all the 
return they seek. 

5. There is little to be said when comparing the USAR school program and the 
extension course program provided by each arm and service. The schools offer 
instruction—well-organized classes, with competent instruction, under direct 
supervision, with all the training aids and films one would want on tap for use, 
not the nebulous training provided by a mail exchange of lessons and nonsuper- 
vised examinations. 

6. The average Reserve officer of today is willing to make himself available for 
active service on 30, 60, or 90 days’ notice, depending on individual circumstances. 
He is willing to submit to all Army regulations, orders, and directives by making 
himself a part of the Ready Reserve. Yet, thousands have been forced into the 
Standby or Inactive Reserve against their will. 

Now, let’s look at the question of cost : 


PAY FOR RESERVE OFFICERS INACTIVE DUTY TRAINING 


1. The advent of 24 paid drills per year for Reserve officers attending USAR 
schools was heralded as the greatest forward step that could possibly have been 
taken to bolster the Army Reserve program. The reverse proved to be true. 

2. Here is the record of the 1044th Paramus USAR School, which is typical of 
what has happened throughout the country. 

(a) Prior to the paid status for students officers, only the USAR school staffs 
and faculties were being paid for services—48 paid drills per year. This is a fair 
and just payment, for those serving on such staffs have many hours of work to 
perform over and above attendance at the drill sessions. 

(b) When orders came thfough in 1951-52 to strengthen the USAR school 
program, and thereby the Reserves, the members of the 1044th staff and faculty, 
like their counterparts in other schools across the Nation, paid the cost of printing 
brochures, sending letters, telephone calls, telegrams, and all other expenses 
involved in enrolling nonpaid student officers. They gave hours and days of their 
time from their business and families to support the effort. 

The results were shown when this school was built up to an enrollment of 275 
student officers. At one time it had the largest enrollment of any school in the 
State of New Jersey. The officer-students were all men bent on furthering their 
military education without remuneration. They received 2 weeks of active- 
duty summer training—a requirement for the successful completion of courses 
tor which they were paid. 

Every officer released from active duty, who moved into the area from elsewhere 
in New Jersey or some other State, or who was newly commissioned was con- 
tacted. These were the only prospects. There are approximately 2,000 Reserve 
officers in the north Jersey area. Our record of enrollment reached something 
over 10 percent of the potential. 

(c) The advent of 24 paid drills per year for student officers—in addition to 
2 weeks of paid summer field training—was designed to increase the number of 
active reservists. It produced the opposite effect. Regulations for enrollment 
and prerequisites imposed for the various courses forced out officers who had been 
training voluntarily for many years. 

Here’s the record: 


Nonpay period: Pay period: 
102-0o___.__ . ee cnn 1955-56 : . _ 190 
a sa 1956-57 160 
1964—55_........___- aetna eee 1957-58 : 120 


The willingness of reservists to train without cost to the Government is dem 
onstrated by the fact that in 1956-57, a total of 60 additional men, and 1957-58, 
a total of 59 additional men attended classes voluntarily, receiving no pay, and 
without hope of even getting credit for the course. They earned only retirement 
points. 

While the 1044th Staff was conducting summer training at Fort Hamilton, 
N. Y., during the summer of 1957, a CONARC inspecting officer visited the instal- 
lation. He advised of contemplated changes in Reserve regulations: the plan 
to curtail the strength of Reserves participating in the USAR school program 
from approximately 19,000 to 12,000, and the plan to end any pay status for 
inactive duty training. The only budgetary provision to be made was for 12,000 
USAR school officer-students to attend summer field training. 
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The directive implementing this program was supposed to have been ready in 
July—when and if it would be issued, no one knew. 

With the 1044th’s officer-students scattered across the country, letters were 
sent to each—196 in all—asking whether or not they would continue in the 
Reserve program without remuneration. Of this total, 192 said they would. 

Classes reconvened in September of 1957 and the directive had not yet been 
received. When it came, the United States Army Reserve program was dealt a 
near fatal blow. 

Age limitations were imposed setting 37 as the limit for enrollment in any 
basic course; 42, in an advanced course, and 45 in the initial command and 
general staff course. These limitations applied only to USAR school units—no 
others. 

So many officers were disqualified in our own school, four branch departments 
were closed out. This was common to all the schools in New Jersey. In one 
instance, an entire school, I believe it was at New Brunswick, was wiped out. 

This, too, was part of the plan. With the number of officer-students slashed, 
the number serving on school staffs and faculties likewise was reduced. Thus, 
further economies were effected. 

The picture of 1951-52—the concerted drive to build and strengthen the 
Reserves—was completely negated by the 1956-57 program, the principal target 
of which was the destruction of the United States Army Reserve Officer Corps. 

3. The impression given by the Department of the Army today is that the 
Reserve officer strength of the Nation must be destroyed completely. Every 
change in regulations in the past 3 years has forced more active reservists onto 
the inactive rolls against their will. 

The Reserve program always has been a crash program of the Department of 
the Army—its activity and size determined solely by funds available; not 
planned nor properly budgeted for in advance. The uncertainties of the budget 
bureau specified the size of the program for Reserve officers. 

Drives to enroll officers, then ruthless cuts, then drives to bring them back— 
always, uncertain and unstable. 

4. Throughout the history of our Nation, we have followed the policy of 
maintaining a strong, but small, mobile striking force as our first line of defense. 
Today, this line includes our DEW line, our radar defenses, our guided missiles. 
Throughout our history, too, has stood our main line of defense—a large, well- 
trained Reserve force of citizen soldiers—men and women capable of reinforcing 
our Army, Navy, Marines, Air Force, and Coast Guard. This is not the case 
today. 

5. The net effect of changes in the USAR school program has been to throw 
out an increasing number of reservists. No table of organization and equip- 
ment units exist to which they might be assigned and pay regulations bar them 
from continuing training or even gaining access to training materials. 


A SOLUTION 


1. Courses of study in the USAR school program are divided into two parts 
each year—that for the so-called inactive duty training during the winter 
months, and that for the 2 weeks of active duty summer training. 

At least 50 percen of the summer field training for USAR school Reservists 
can be eliminated and still achieve the same objective. 

(a) Summer field training for the most part consists of additional classroom 
work which is merely a continuation of the inactive duty phase of the program. 
There is no field training as such, yet tens of thousands of dollars are spent 
to pay these officers, plus additional tens of thousands for travel and dependency 
benefits. 

The work given in summer field training could be given equally as well and 
just as efficiently by making the work normatly crammed into the 2-week period 
a second year of inactive duty study. 

(b) USAR school reservists requiring actual field training, in which they 
would actually work on the weapons and equipment of their branch, should be 
continued. This would apply to such arms as the artillery, antiaircraft and 
guided missiles, armor, signal, chemical, and infantry. 

Again, great economies could be effected by sending such personnel to posts, 
camps, or stations close to home for such field training rather than sending them 
hundreds and thousands of miles. 

Quartermaster, Transportation Corps, Adjutant General's Corps, civil affairs, 
and military government courses are examples of the type requiring no summer 
field training. 
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2. With the elimination of paid drills for officer students, there would come 
an end to the necessity of using age limitations as a means of budgetary control. 

This would retain more qualified officers in the active Reserve and end their 
being forced out involuntarily. 

(a) There is no doubt that young men—say, up to 40 years of age, if they’re 
kept in good physical condition—should be the men directly concerned with 
combat troops. This age requirement would naturally be higher for higher 
ranks and at higher command echelons as presently constituted. 

(b) But behind every man in the front line there are 10 more keeping him 
supplied with a material or service. These men, too, must have leadership, but 
their leader does not have to be an athlete. A man must be physically fit for 
any type of service, but there are degrees of fitness for each service or echelon 
of command. 

(c) A man of, say, 55 is usually a better leader of men—especially in the 
services as opposed to the arms—than an athletic young man of 382. 

(d) The officer students in the USAR schools today are men destined to be the 
teachers of tomorrow, to train younger men, should our Nation be engulfed in 
another conflict. Those within age requirements and physically qualified would 
fill many tables of organization and equipment unit vacancies should mobiliza- 
tion occur. They are the men, too, who would man our posts, camps, and 
stations, points of embarkation and debarkation; men who would administer 
our Government in occupied territory or represent it where a civil-affairs pro- 
gram is required. 

There should be no arbitrary age requirement on men of experience, men who 
have maintained their readiness status, who will be called upon to instruct, to 
pass their training, wisdom, and knowledge on to others—or men who will fill 
positions not requiring the agility of youth. 

Is it not better to have competent, well-trained men already in the Reserve 
than to have to offer direct commissions to men whose sole experience is civilian, 
who have no military training, and who are then expected to be looked up to 
by military men as their leaders? 

(e) Present age limitations imposed on USAR School enrollment are too low 
and were designed for the sole purpose of cutting the Active Reserve officer 
strength of the Nation. 

Now, let’s look at the supply. 

6. With service schools anxious to train officers in their respective branches, 
with warehouses bulging with supplies, no training materials are authorized 
for issuance to auditor students—only for those so enrolled in courses that they 
will be attending 2 weeks of summer training in a paid status. 

An enrolled officer student is one fortunate enough to meet the stringent re- 
quirements established for participation in the program and who looks forward 
to 2 weeks of summer training with pay and credit for completion of the course. 
An auditor student is one who attends classes regularly, who receives no pay 
or other remuneration, who cannot be given credit for completing the course, 
who cannot go to summer camp, who is serving voluntarily because he is a real 
reservist. He is not even authorized to receive materials dealing with the sub- 
ject he is studying. 

(a) Here is one of the glaring weaknesses in the Reserve program. Here are 
men, anxious and willing to continue their military training without cost to the 
Government, being denied even the use of materials and supplies from which 
they can gain knowledge and thereby increase their value to the country. 

(6) Materials supplied to officers enrolled in extension courses are now denied 
the officer who prefers classroom study to working alone in his home. 

Make the classrooms, training aids, supplies, and materials available to the 
USAR school reservists. This means more than monetary remuneration. 

(c) In the event of actual conflict today, it would still require every available 
reservist—officer and enlisted—to fill the void. It happened before in World War 
I, in World War II, and Korea. Without training the Reserves—our main line 
of defense—are being weakened and made worthless. 


A PROGRAM FAILS 


1. Just a few years ago, the emphasis was on the establishment of a strong Re- 
serve. Special inducements were offered young men to enroll for 6 months of 
active duty and providing for 74 years of Reserve service as a means of fulfilling 


their military obligation to the Nation. Paid drill periods for the duration of 
the Reserve service were held forth as an inducement. 
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The same Reserve officers who were themselves training, voluntarily, went 
forth into the land to spread this gospel—speeches in schools and before church 
groups and organizations—enroll in the Reserve, serve your country at your 
convenience. Yet, the program did not produce the desired results. 

2. This year we are about to reap the benefits of another program—the 2-year 
draft with a 2-year active Reserve obligation. Men discharged from the active 
duty phase are supposed to continue in the Active Reserve for 2 years, and in 
the Standby Reserve for 2 more years. In many cases, they are not doing it. 

The program is falling apart because the law establishing it has no teeth. 
And, if it were successful, it would fail because there would be inadequate 
facilities to house all the units required. What’s more important, if the law 
could be enforced and the facilities were available, the necessary officer leader- 
ship would be missing because so much of the Reserve Officer Corps has been 
dissipated. 

3. Over the past 5 years, we of the 1044th Paramus United States Army Reserve 
School endeavored to recruit enlisted men just discharged from active duty. 
We needed only a handful for the staff. More than 2,000 letters produced not 
a single reply. The reason—gained from a few who came in voluntarily without 
receiving the letter—dissatisfaction with the keeping.of preinduction promises 
and the fear of being summarily recalled to active duty. 





RECOM MENDATIONS 


1. Strengthen the Reserve Officer Corps by strengthening the USAR School 
program: 

(a) Paid status for staffs and faculty members only. 

(b) No remuneration for officer students. 

(c) Summer field training only for those officer students where actual) 
practical work is required to maintain proficiency, and then at bases as 
close to home as possible. 

(d) Provide the necessary materials and supplies and training aids in 
sufficient quantities that every participating officer student might have what 
is required for sound instruction. 

2. Maintain the Reserve Officer Corps by continuing the present policy of pro- 
motions and achievement of retirement status upon reaching the age of 60 and 
completion of 20 or more years of service. 

3. Maintain interest in remaining active in the Reserve Officer Corps by— 

(a) Insuring that the individual knows what lies ahead for him; eliminat- 
ing uncertainties by constant and rapidly changing directives. 

(b) Being realistic about age requirements and physical capabilities for 
various echelons of commmand and the various type of units. 

(c) Selling the Reserve program while men—officer and enlisted—are on 
active duty regardless of the particular program under which they are 
serving. 

4. Hstabilsh a program whereby those in the Regular Army in charge of 
Reserve affairs may have the competent advice of Active Reserve officers on 
programs, directives, and operations relating to the Reserve program. These 
should be Reserve officers with an intimate knowledge of the Reserve situation in 
the area in which they are located. Their services should be made available to 
the Regular Army commanding officers of all echelons from the Department of 
the Army down through army and corps levels. 

5. Insure the dissemination of information to all levels in sufficient time to 
allow proper implementation without long periods of uncertainty and indecision. 

6. Make greater use of the reservists in the civil defense-disaster control pro- 
gram. The Reserves—Army, Navy, Air Force, Marines, and Coast Guard—officer 
and enlisted, are trained. They can be assembled quickly and they have the 
knowledge required to protect an uninstructed civilian populace. They would 
be accepted as civil defense-disaster control leaders because they are basically 
civilians with above average military training. 


CONCLUSION 


Just as the explosion of the first atomic bomb over Hiroshima heralded the 
dawn of a new era for mankind, so the advent of Russia’s sputnik and our own 
Jupiter satellite herald the birth of an even more advanced period in the life of 
man. We are today enamoured of space. 
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We have our eyes and dreams on celestial travel, on missiles that can cross 
oceans, transcend mountains, and explode on targets far from our shores. We 
realize we are equally vulnerable to attack from enemy nations with knowledge 
comparable to ours. We plan our defenses accordingly. We place our confidence 
and draw our strength from the wonders of science. 

We are drawing ourselves behind a curtain of electronics wherein the blowing 
of a simple fuse—a thin strand of wire—can open a huge gap in our defense, 
can put a complete radar unit out of operation, can cause the misfire of a Niki, 
Jupiter, Vanguard, or any other missile at the crucial moment when it is 
needed most. 

lf this Nation were attacked tomorrow, all the airplanes, all the nuclear bombs, 
all the guided missiles at our disposal would bring us no victory without trained 
men to move in behind to take and hold the ground gained as we moved against 
our enemy. The present strength of our Armed Forces would not be sufficient 
to solidify gains made by intercontinental missiles, nuclear bomb-carrying 
aircraft, nor nuclear powered and armed naval craft. 

The regular Army, Navy, Air Force, Marines, and Coast Guard cannot defend 
our country alone, nor would they be capable of carrying a flight to an aggressor. 
Satellites, missiles, and counter-measures to their use will not give us control 
over an aggressor or a conquered territory. 

We need the Reserves to support our regular Armed Forces. Let’s end 
jealousies between services and between regulars and reservists within each 
service. In an emergency, the Regulars need the Reserves and the Nation needs 
the protection. 

Let the armed services do the public relations job while they have the men— 
make them want to continue in the Reserves after active duty. Then, let’s keep 
the Reserves strong in all its branches—mobile, ready for action whenever 
called upon. ° 

This—the Reserve—is the cheapest defense plan our Nation can buy. 

Thank you for the opportunity of presenting these comments for the consid- 
eration of your committee. 

ANSON W. Martin, 
Ridgefield Park, N.J. 





STATEMENT OF ROSCOE TURNER, CHAIRMAN, AERONAUTICS COMMITTEE OF THE 
NATIONAL SECURITY COMMISSION OF THE AMERICAN LEGION 


Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, my name is Roscoe Turner. 
I am chairman of the American Legion’s nation aeronautics committee, which 
is a part of the national security commission. I am grateful to the subcom- 
mittee for affording us this opportunity to state our position in the matter of 
granting term retention contracts to Reserve officers. The American Legion’s 
interest and my appearance before your subcommittee is based on the adoption 
of Resolution No. 30 by our 1957 national convention. 


“Resolution No. 30. Urge legislation to implement the Cordiner Committee 
Report 


“Whereas the American Legion has consitsently believed that national defense 
and national security can only be maintained with strong, capable and efficient 
Armed Forces in-being ; and 

“Whereas such forces in being can be realized by a truly professional force 
composed of long-term, experienced, highly trained officer and enlisted person- 
nel; and 

“Whereas modernization of the military pay structure is a recommendation 
contained in the Cordiner Committee Report (Defense Advisory Committee of 
Professional and Technical Compensation) ; and 

“Whereas implementation of the Cordiner Committee proposals will result 
in: Improved combat capabilities of our Armed Forces: savings and gains of 
billions of dollars annually; sharp reductions in training accidents and military 
and civilian personnel losses; reduction in the number of military personnel 
required to produce a given level of national security: a long-term solution 
to the basic manpower problems of the armed services; and improved attrac- 
tion, retention and motivation of the professional and technical civilian per- 
sonnel in the Department of Defense ; now, therefore, be it 

“Resolved, That the American Legion, in national convention assembled in 
Atlantic City, N. J., September 16-19, 1957, petition the President and the 
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United States Congress to enact legislation implementing the Cordiner Com- 
mittee Report.” 

We applaud the motives which caused the Cordiner Committee to devote its 
time and talent to measures which would serve to steady the manpower of 
our Armed Forces. Certainly, no one can question the wisdom and desirability 
of reducing the great turnover in service personnel and the hugh expenditures 
for retraining such personnel. 

Today our interest centers on the plight of the Reserve officer on active duty, 
who would be benefited by the enactment of H. R. 10171 into law. With the 
exception of a few minor points which I shall discuss later in this statement, we 
heartily endorse the provisions of this bill. A vital portion of the Cordiner 
report, term retention, is a major step forward in the solution of the overall 
manpower problem. We believe the revised pay structure, with certain modifi- 
cations, will likewise aid in the solution of the problem. 

For the past 11 years there has existed great tension between the free nations 
of the world and the Communist bloc. International relations have degenerated 
to a point where citizens, military leaders, and Members of Congress openly 
discuss the likelihood of surprise attack against the United States by the Soviet 
Union, Yet in the face of this ever-present danger we have reduced the strength 
of our standing forces. 

The American Legion has no desire whatsoever to oppose reductions in the 
size ef our military forces which result from reorganization of Army divisions or 
Air Force wings or naval units. In these cases of organic change in which fire- 
power and strength are increased and modernized, no legitimate protest should 
be made. 

If the above had been present when the initial reduction of 100,000 men was 
made last year or when the second cut of 100,000 men was ordered there would 
be no cause for concern. However, the facts are that the cut was purely bud- 
getary. The services had overspent their budgets or inflation had reduced the 
amount of security that could be purchased with budgets approved 2 years 
before. 

Certainly the state of world affairs had not improved sufficiently to justify the 
cuts nor had the attendant need for a strong military deterrent posture notice- 
ably diminished. To further compound what appears to be an unnecessary 
gamble with American security, proposals are now being advanced for a budget 
which would drastically reduce the size and composition of the Army Reserve 
and National Guard. 

Traditionally the United States has followed a policy of replacing strength 
taken from the Active Forces with equal numbers in the Reserve. Our national 
commander has already expressed the strong opposition of the American Legion 
to this new policy of concurrently reducing our Active and Reserve Forces. We 
fail to see the wisdom or necessity for this action. 

We are of the opinion that this series of events is a pathetic contrast of un- 
believably poor planning: On the one hand, a maximum effort is being exerted by 
the military departments to foster the enactment of the Cordiner recommenda- 
tions designed to retain skilled technicians and needed officer personnel in serv- 
ice, Concomitantly though, we find thousands of good officers being forced out 
of active service. 

This intermittent pattern of retention and wholesale discharge of reservists 
is not new. Thousands of reservists were induced to remain on active duty after 
World War II and by inference, if not by word, lead to believe that they could 
count on making the Armed Forces a career. In 1949 and 1950 they discovered 
to their sorrow that this was not to be so. 

Korea saw the recall of 600,000 reservists, in the main, veterans of World 
War II. Many of these men, some of our finest Reserve officers, after contem- 
plating their years of service spent in World War II and Korea, decided in favor 
of making the military service a career. Again there was no written guaranty 
that these men would ever be permitted to accumulate the minimum 20 years 
needed for retirement. Last year many of these same officers were forced out 
of service with little or no recourse. Requests were made of the military serv- 
ices to accommodate these manpower cuts by attrition. This was not done. 

We believe that a clear policy statement on the role of Reserve Forces is very 
sorely needed. If the American leadership believes that the next conflict will 
be wholly nuclear, thereby abbreviating the necessity for Reserve Forces, then 
this policy should be proclaimed publicly. To this particular point the American 
Legion addressed itself at its 1957 national convention by adoption of Resolution 
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“Resolution No. 303. Support Military Establishment With Well-Rounded 
Capabilities and Oppose Squeezing Our Military Forces Into a Nuclear Strait- 
jacket 


“Resolved by the American Legion in national convention assembled in Atlan- 
tic City, N. J., September 16-19, 1957, That we support a Military Establish- 
ment with well-rounded capabilities to insure our Government the freedom of 
action it must have to meet its world responsibilities. We shall oppose any 
attempt to squeeze our military forces into a nuclear straitjacket.” 

Term retention contracts for Reserve officers is long vverdue. It is a neces- 
sary minimum guaranty to the Reserve officer and his family that they are 
to be given reasonable assurance of a permanent military career. 

There can be little doubt that shortsighted policies have dimmed the luster 
of active duty for Reserves. We honestly hope that the passage of H. R. 10171 
will increase service attractiveness. 

We offer for the committees’ consideration an amendment to provide for the 
full payment of the unexpired time of the contract which is presently the prac- 
tice in private business. As an alternative, we present the recommendation 
that this legislation be at least strengthened by providing for payment of at 
least 2 months severance pay for each year the contract has to run rather than 
for the period of the contract that has been served. 

Another means of attracting younger qualified officers would be an amend- 
ment to Reserve Officers Personnel Act to provide that officers with 15 years of 
active duty be permitted to complete their 20 years of service. 

Long-range manpower and fiscal planning appear to be an indispensable re- 
quirement for strong national security. The American Legion sees no easy 
solution to our security requirements. Certainly, we know of no proposition or 
contingency which, at the present time, would make unnecessary a strong 
Reserve. We therefore endorse and support H. R. 10171 and express our deep 
appreciation to your committee for the privilege of this presentation. 


STATEMENT ON H. R. 10171 By Cov. Joun T. Caritton, USAR, Executive 
DrrectTor, RESERVE OFFICERS ASSOCIATION OF THE UNITED STATES 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, we appreciate the opportunity 
of appearing before you to discuss the need for legislative action to prevent the 
recurrence of injustices to Reserve officers during the reduction in force in the 
Nation’s military strength during the past fall. 

This association previously has made known to you our concern about this 
reduction in force. We have protested before this committee, as well as to 
every other authority concerned, the unnecessary hardships visited upon the 
several thousand Reserve Officers released. Of greater importance, of course, 
was the fact that this weakening of our standing military forces came at a 
time when world tensions were as great as they had been; that they.were en- 
forced as a pure dollar-saving program; and that they occurred while we are in 
the dangerous transition period between 2 military eras, or 2 weapons systems, 
which are radically different. 

Mr. Chairman, it seems to us that the armed services have not acted as 
promptly as circumstances demanded to devise and recommend an appropriate 
Reserve officer retention law. We feel that the Nation deserves highest standard 
of performance from all officers, including the Reserves. To demand that the 
highest caliber officers respond to calls to duty is unrealistic unless there are 
morale incentives, and some assurances of service security. 

All we are asking is that the Reserve officer be told what his status is, where 
he stands, or what the score is. 

Since World War II there has been a continuing series of programs by the 
services. Thousands of our finest Reserve officers who have given the best part 
of their lives to the services, have been released, irrespective of the hardship 
inflicted. 

In the 2 years immediately following World War II (1946 and 1947) the 
armed services found it necessary, if our world commitments were to be met 
and adequate national security provided, to retain thousands of Reserve officers 
on extended active duty. It is true that in most cases no written promise was 
made to individuals in this category. By word of mouth from members of the 
Active Forces, it was either promised or implied that these officers would serve 
an indefinite time. 
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Unfortunately, none of the services made provision for any sort of tenure for 
these officers who stayed on active duty rather than taking advantage of oppor- 
tunities in the business and professional world. This oversight occurred de- 
spite the example of the Air Reserve bonus law which was enacted in the mid- 
thirties. Under the provisions of this law, the Air Reserve officers, who remained 
on active duty for a number of years, were paid, when relieved from active duty, 
a bonus of $500 per year for each year of extended active duty. No such policy 
was developed by any of the services after World War II. No plans were made 
for screening and eliminating mediocre officers, either in the Reserves or in the 
Regular service, and consequently time passed on until it was necessary to 
make a cutback. 

As you gentlemen know, the first real cutback was made in 1949 and 1950 
just prior to the Korean incident. Immediately following this cutback, the 
Korean situation developed and many of these officers who had been involuntarily 
released were recalled to active duty without their consent. In addition, thous- 
ands of officers and enlisted men who had served their country faithfully during 
World War II were involuntarily recalled. As a result of the injustice done 
to thousands of our veterans, members of this committee initiated and enacted 
into law the Armed Forces Reserve Act of 1952 which was the first law on the 
statute books to direct an orderly and fair recall of Reserves in case of a 
limited mobilization. 

Due to lack of planning by the services, it seems to us that the time has come 
when it is necessary for Congress again to take steps to correct the injustices 
to reservists and to prevent their recurrence. 

Your attention is invited to the fact that the Armed Forces Reserve Act of 
1952 did provide a contract, but this contract provision was never exercised 
by the Department of the Army and the Department of the Air Force. 

Another matter which has caused us great concern is the attitude of the 
services with reference to eliminating Reserve officers with long years of service 
just prior to their attaining sufficient service to qualify for title II retirement 
under Public Law 810. In the 1953-54 r. i. f., the Army had in the pipeline offi- 
cers to be relieved from active duty with as much as 18 years and 11 months of 
extended active duty. We took up this matter with the Department of the 
Army and finally got an agreement that they would permit officers with 18 
years Federal active duty to continue on active duty for 2 more years in order 
to receive retired pay. Under a provision of law, Regular officers were permitted 
to continue and by administrative action at that time this was applied to 
Reserves. 

In 1955 when the Reserve Officer Personnel Act was enacted into law, this 
became a provision of law instead of an administrative decision. 

In the last r. i. f. program hundreds of officers had more than 1714 years of 
active duty and if they had been permitted to continue another 6 months would 
have come under the provision of law permitting them to complete their 20 
years. 

We are not convinced that all Reserve officers who have completed 17 years 
are substandard; at least some of those who are approaching these stipulated 
years should be permitted to continue on active duty. This right was arbi- 
trarily denied many who had 17% years and over. Therefore, we think that 
there should be a provision in the bill which will guarantee that a certain 
number of Reserve officers will be permitted to complete their number of years 
of active duty in order to qualify for retirement. 

Your attention is invited to the fact that paragraph 680 of H. R, 10171 does 
not provide an obligation on the Government to pay more than the 2 months’ 
pay for each year of duty performed. There is no provision for payment for 
the period of the contract which is not fulfilled. 

Therefore, we recommend that the bill be amended to assure that the con- 
tracts executed under its provisions provide an obligation to faithful perform 
ance on the part of the Government as well as on the part of the officer. He 
should be assured that the term retention pay provided by any such contract 
shall be paid to him for the full term of the contract, despite possible involuntary 
release of the officer prior to the expiration of the contract. 

By so doing, if there is a unilateral abrogation by the services, it will thus 
serve as liquidated damages as would be the case of an employer’s similar 
abrogation of contract in civilian employment. 

We are in general agreement with the provisions of this bill and with the 
objective as outlined in it. 

On page 1, line 8, of the bill, there should be added: AUS, temporary officers, 
Reserve warrant officers, and AUS warrant officers. 








8090 


In line 6 through line 9 of page 2, it is not understood why the .officers 
mentioned in these lines are not covered in the bill. 

Your attention is invited to lines 6 through 9 on page 6 which provide that 
a deduction be made from the retired pay except chapter 67, which, I under- 
stand, is title III of Public Law 810. However, lines 16 through 25 do not 
make this exception. Therefore, it is believed the language in this paragraph 
should be clarified. 

It is my understanding that lines 16 to 25, page 6, apply to title II retirement 
and are not applicable to title III. 

Inasmuch as there is no economy involved in relieving officers from active 
duty who have accumulated 15 or more years Federal active duty, we recom- 
mend that the bill be written 

(1) To provide an amendment which would in effect add to the pro- 
visions of Public Law 381, 80th Congress, the Officer Personnel Act of 1957, 
a new section to provide— 

(a) An extra number of officers in grade, consisting of those Reserve 
officers who accumulate 15 or more years of Federal active duty and 
who are faced with involuntary relief from active duty due to a re- 
duction-in-force save for the application of the provisions of this sec- 
tion, and 

(b) Who, while in the status of “extra officers in grade,” shall be 
ineligible for temporary promotion, and 

(2) To provide what would in effect be an amendment to Public Law 
509, 83d Congress (68 Stat. 492), the Grade Authorization Act of 1954, 
which amendment would provide that officers serving on active duty as 
“extra officers in grade” shall not be charged against the authorized num- 
bers in grade as provided by this law, and 

(3) To provide what would in effect be an amendment to Public Law 
676, 84th Congress, the Pay Readjustment Act of 1956, to provide that time 
served in AUS status shall be counted the same as time served on active 
duty in the Reserve, for Reserve and warrant officers to qualify for pay- 
ments under the provisions of H. R. 10171. 

Mr. Chairman, this concludes our statement; thank you for your generous 
attention. 


(Whereupon, at 12:10 p. m., the subcommittee adjourned, to recon- 
vene at 10 a. m., Friday, July 11, 1958. ) 





Hovss or REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 
SvuBcoMMITTEE No. 1, 
Washington, D. C., Monday, July 14, 1958. 


The subcommittee met, pursuant to adjournment, at 10 a. m., Hon. 
Overton Brooks (chairman of the subcommittee), presiding. 

Mr. Brooks. The subcommittee will please come to order 

Now this morning, as we meet, we recognize the fact that the full 
committee has one more meeting planned and that is tomorrow morn- 
ing. So if we have any legislation to present to the full committee, I 
think it behoves us ae have it in shape in the morning to present to 
the committee. Otherwise, we may not get it heard this year. 

Now when we adjourned the other d ay we were considering this 
question of the possibility of a r. i. f. this fall occurring in our Military 
Establishment and we were ¢ eased ing a proposal by the Defense De- 
partment covering term retention and service pay for r. i. f.’d per- 
sonnel. 

Over the weekend we developed a new proposal. Now, Mr. Du- 
cander, I think it would be proper if you would read the new pro- 
posal that has been developed and then you could explain it briefly and 
perhaps we could have one witness on this matter. 
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Mr. Ducanper. The amendment insofar as the lump-sum readjust- 

ment payment is concerned is as follows: 
That the first sentence of section 265 (a) of the Armed Forces Reserve Act of 
1952, as amended (50 U. 8. C. 1016), is amended to read as follows: “A member 
of a Reserve component who is involuntarily released from active duty after the 
enactment of this amended sentence and after having completed immediately 
prior to such release at least five years of continuous active duty, except for 
breaks in service of not more than thirty days, as either an officer, warrant officer, 
or enlisted person, is entitled to a lump-sum readjustment payment computed on 
the basis of — 

“(1) two months’ basic pay in the grade in which he is serving at the 
time of release from active duty for each year of active service ending at 
the close of the eighteenth year, unless he is discharged from his reserve 
appointment because of failure to achieve the standards of performance 
prescribed by the Secretary concerned ; and 

“(2) one month’s basic pay in that grade for each year of such service, if 
he is so discharged because of failure to achieve those standards.” 

This simply means that we are raising the readjustment pay for 
Reserve officers who are involuntarily released from active duty from 
one-half month’s pay multiplied by the number of years they have 
served to 2 months’ pay multiplied by the number of years they have 
served, and providing that if that officer is released from active duty 
because of substandard performance, he would only get 1 month’s 
basic pay multiplied by the number of years served. This is exac tly 
what a Regular gets. If a Regular officer is twice passed over before 
he is entitled—that is before he can make 20 years for retirement, 
that regular officer gets 2 months’ service pay multiplied by the num- 
ber of years served, or if that office is boarded and released for sub- 
standard performance he gets 1 month’s basic pay multiplied by the 
number of years served. 

Mr. Brooks. And in no event will the pay exceed 2 years? 

Mr. Ducanper. That is an amendment we have to write in here. 
Mr. Bartimo and I just discussed that this morning. And that is a 
limitation on the Regulars. And I would recommend to the subcom- 
mittee that they make the same for the Reserves. 

Mr. Brooks. So with the amendment, as I see it, tied to this, which 
would limit the total pay, not to exceed 2 years. 

Mr. Ducanper. Exactly. 

Mr. Brooxs. We will have the identical setup for the Regulars and 
the reservists in the event there is a R. I. F’ing program ? 

Mr. Ducanper. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. Now, we have this morning Mr. Bartimo, who rep- 
resents the Defense Department. 

Sir, would you mind sitting up here ? 

Mr. Bartimo. Thank you, Mr, Chairman. 

Mr. Brooks. We asked you over the weekend to provide us with 
some information regarding the cost of this program. 

As I see the program, however, if there is no R. I. F’ing program 
there should be no cost, should there not, and if there is a R. I. F’ing 
program of course the Defense De Pe tment really controls the cost by 
the terms of their program. So— 

Mr. Bartimo. Mr. ¢ ‘hairman, W vith your permission, 

Mr. Brooks. Yes. 

Mr. Barrro, Before answering your question specifically, I am 
here actually representing the Acting Assistant Secretary for Man- 
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power and Personnel. He had thought he could make it. I have a 
orepared statement, which with your permission might be useful to 
ave. 

Mr. Brooxs. Do you have copies of it? 

Mr. Bartrmo. Yes, sir; I have. 

Mr. Brooks. All right, sir, if you proceed, we would appreciate it. 

Mr. Bartimo. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee—I might say this is 
a statement of Stephen S. Jackson, Deputy Assistant Secretary of 
Defense for Manpower, Personnel, and Reserve, before Subcommittee 
No. 1 of the House Armed Services Committee on this date. 

As I indicated to the counsel for this committee, Mr. Ducander, when 
he called me late Friday evening concerning this hearing, it would be 
impossible to attend. I had previously agreed to appear at 10 o’clock 
this morning before the subcommittee of the Senate Post Office and 
Civil Service Committee on S. 3460. I regret that I cannot avail 
myself of the opportunity of being present at this hearing, but I have 
asked Mr. Bartimo, assistant general counsel, serving this office on 
legal matters, to read this statement which presents the | position of the 
Department of Defense with respect to what I understand the pro- 
posal to be before the committee at this time. 

I am advised that the committee now proposes to consider the 
amendment of section 265 (a) of the Armed Forces Reserve Act of 
1952, as amended (50 U.S. C. 1016), in pertinent part as follows: 

With your permission, Mr. Ducander already having read that, I 
will skip over it. 

Mr. Brooxs. All right. 

Mr. Bartimo. As a drafting service, the committee has been pro- 
vided with a draft of such an amendment. 

As you know, I appeared before this committee at its request on the 
morning of July 10 to explain the features of a draft which the chair- 
man had requested be submitted for that hearing. At that time, I 
advised the committee that this draft did not represent the position of 
the Department of Defense since there were still important factors 
which had not yet been resolved. It was further pointed out that the 
Department of Defense would be pleased to advise the committee of 
its position as soon as it had been firmed up, hopefully by July 16. 
This position is being finally developed following extensive study in 
the Department of Defense and coordination with the militar y depart- 
ments and the agencies within the Department of Defense having 
special interest in Reserve affairs. The purpose of this study was 
primarily to develop a program which would strengthen the officer 
structure in the Active Forces, particularly in the area in which there 
is a critical need for retention of younger oflicers on extended active 
duty. 

The proposal under consideration this morning would not accom- 
plish this purpose. It would provide a much lar ger readjustment 
payment for Reserve officers who are separated involuntarily from 
active duty. The Department of Defense is also interested in the 

matter of equitable treatment for Reserve officers who have served 
faithfully and competently, who would be involuntarily separated 
after long years of such service. 

Let me at this point refer to and perhaps clarify what I stated on 
the record in answer to the chairman’s question concerning any con- 
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templated R. I. F.’s due to any additional reductions in force levels. 
There is no present indication that there will be any change in the 
force levels during fiscal year 1959 from those prescribed by the 
President’s budget. The force levels for fiscal year 1960 will be 
determined only by the Presidential requirements prescribed by the 
fiscal year 1960 budget. 

At the request of the committee, the Department of Defense has 
submitted this morning certain cost figures for fiscal year 1959. These 
figures represent line items in the fiscal 1959 budget which would pro- 
vide the money to pay the readjustment payments prescribed under 
present law to those officers who will be separated during fiscal year 
1959 as a result of being twice passed over, termination of their mission 
performed under their category, overage in grade, expiration of con- 
tract, Board action, and similar causes w which norm: ally occur each year 
in the processing of the promotion and career service of officers. The 
amount of this line item for all services for fiscal year 1959 is $7.2 
million. This would mean that the budgeted amount would be ap- 
proximately quadrupled. In other words, these individuals leaving 
the service in this fiscal year for the purposes indicated above would 
gratuitously receive, in most instances, four times the amount which 
they would receive under present law. 

The Department of Defense does not feel that this plan is in con- 
sonance with the objectives of the position which it is developing to 
meet the critical need of improving the officer structure as I have out- 
lined above. 

The Department of Defense, therefore, respectfully recommends 
that this action not be taken by the committee but that favorable con- 
sideration be given to the program which the Defense Department 
will shortly be in a position to present. 

That concludes the written statement, Mr, Chairman. 

Mr. Brooks. Well, we appreciate your being here this morning, 
sir, and sorry that Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense in charge 
of Manpower, Personnel, and Reserve, Mr. Stephen S. Jackson, ¢ annot 
be here. We understand that. 

But, now, in reference to your last sentence, in all fairness to you, 
Mr. Bartimo, I am sure you do not recommend nor does the Assistant 
Secretary recommend that we wait until Congress adjourns for these 
proposals. 

Mr. Bartimo. No, Mr. Chairman. And I believe we should restate 
for the record that certainly you, particularly, and your entire sub- 
committee have been extremely patient in receiving a finalized posi- 
tion, and we are certainly grateful to you, sir, for your cooperation 
and your help in trying to help us to arrive at a firm position. 

Specifically, sir, we do not suggest that we wait until the Congress 
adjourns. However, we believe, sir, that sometime this week we 
may havea firm Department of Defense position. 

I realize that time is short. 

Mr. Brooks. Is that after the final full committee meeting is going 
to be held, that you would want to get these proposals ? 

Mr. Bartimo. Well, as I understood vou to say, sir, the full com- 
mittee meets Tuesday of this week. 

Mr. Brooks. That is right, tomorrow. 

Mr. Bray. Tomorrow. 
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Mr. Bartrmo. Tomorrow. I believe that sometime tomorrow or 
Wednesday we may have a firm position. 

It is not a matter of procrastination, believe me. It is a matter of 
an extremely difficult problem, policywise, to resolve. 

I think, as Mr. Jackson reported to you, sir, we are working with the 
three military departments, the Bureau of the Budget, and the White 
House, on this problem. 

Mr. Brooxs. I think in fairness—I don’t want to do too much talk- 
ing, but in fairness to this subcommittee I want to restate briefly the 
situation. 

When we adjurned last year we had our first word there would 
be ar. i. f. coming up, and it came the last week of the session, the last 
session of Congress. 

We didn’t get our subcommittee to go in the interim, but we an- 
nounced then, with the approval of the subcommittee—bec ause I con- 
sulted every body—that the first order of business this year would be 
the question of the r. i. f. program. 

We couldn’t get in because of the hearings by the full committee 
on the missile program. 

We were able to have Saturday sessions and afternoon sessions to 
* point that we asked the Secretary if he would not hold up on his 

i. f. program until the subcommittee could look into it. The Secre- 
re I am sure, had good reasons, but he declined to hold up and 
said it was urgent, and therefore, being urgent he proceeded with the 
program. 

Since then we have done our level best to get the Department to give 
us a satisfactory proposal. We took the m: itter up in hearings, as you 
will recall. 

Mr. Bartrmo. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. And reiterated again, after the hearings did not pro- 
duce a desired bill. 

Mr. Bartimo. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. We had these informal meetings and got together on 
a bill that was satisfactory to everyone. It was sent over to the 
Pentagon and since then we have been waiting. And periodically we 
asked the Pentagon to give us some indication of when it would be 
ready to recommend a bill. 

Now tomorrow morning the full committee meets in what is an- 
nounced as its last session of this year. And this looks to me as though 
perhaps the last moment that we can wait to take some action. 

And here you represent to us that the Pentagon is not in shape to 
make a recommendation at this hour. And we hear rumblings of 
another r. i. f., and the Assistant Secretary Mr. Jackson will not come 
out positively and say that there will be no other r. 1. f. and therefore— 
I can see very little the committee can do except to proceed on some 
sort of basis. 

Now you say this will cost four times as much as it otherwise would 
cost. 

Well let me ask you this: Are we paying the Regulars too much 
when they are r. i. f..\d and when they are processed out? Are we 
paying them 4 times too much, or are we paying the Reserves 4 times 
too little? 
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Mr. Bartimo. Well, Mr. Chairman, I think the reasonable answer 
to your question is to take a look at what the Congress has seen fit to 
clo in the past. 

The Regulars as you know, I think—I would hope you would agree— 
are on board serving their country on a different ‘philosophy ‘really 
than the reservist. 

The reservist, the Congress has seen fit to readjust back to civilian 
life with one-half month’s readjustment pay for each year of active 
duty. This law has been on the books I believe 3 or 4 years. 

I am well aware, I think, as this committee is, that we ought to have 
more equity in view of as you have put it, of the past risk. 

I think we should emphasize here again, sir, that Mr. Jackson, so 
far as he has been able to make an unequivocal st: itement, has assured 
your committee and yourself that during fiscal year 1959 no r. i. f.’s 
are contemplated. And so far as I know the facts of the situation, 
I believe that isa fair and accurate statement. 

Mr. Brooxs. But I think it is fair and accurate to say that when 
we were discussing a year ago the matter of failure - manpower in 
our Reserve program nobody said a thing about a r. i. f., but the new 
law which provided additional manpower for the Ranitee program 
had not been put on the books 90 days before the biggest r. i. f. the 
Defense Department has ever had occurred. Is that not true? 

Mr. Barrimo. I believe that is right. It is one of the largest we 
have had. 

Mr. Brooks. Nobody said a word about a r. i. f., then, and they 
apparently did not contemplate one. That is a correct statement, 
isitnot? I want tobe fair. 

Mr. Bartimo. I believe that that is a correct statemenf, sir. But 
I think we should : again, I do not want to belabor something 
— I am sure you know much better than I, sir. But as a point, 

. f.’s are not made by the Department of Defense with the idea of 
sinsdisial home some very fine Reserve officers. They are only made 
after a very thorough policy analysis, which I am sure you know so 
well, and that is that force levels are recommended by the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff, a thorough review by the military departments and then 
later at the National Sec urity Council level, and only after approved 
by the President of the United States. 

Mr. Brooks. Is it not true, though, that this last r. i. f. wn a 
fine officers to be released generally, and is it not true that you r. fd 
men with as much as 17—officers with as much as 1734, years’ servi 

Mr. Barrimo. I believe that is correct, sir. Such cases did come 
about. 

Mr. Brooks. Now, can you see any difference i in equity between the 
r. i. fing of an officer with 173, years’ service who is a reservist and 
one who is a regular with 1734 years’ service ? 

Mr. Barrio. Well, specifically to answer your question, there is 
not much logic to that and I must agree as a personal opinion that 
they were some horrible examples, such as you cite. I think, as you 
know in your vast experience, far better than I, that in such a large 
establishment unfortunately there always will be the inequitable case. 

What I would suggest, sir, is that we do not pass legislation to make 
the inequitable case the case across the board, because I think in such 
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an event we may have legislation that might be harmful. That is the 
only fear I would have. 

Mr. Brooks. Well, now, if there is nobody r. i. f.’d in this program, 
it will cost practically nothing, will it not ? 

Mr. Bartimo. Well, as we pointed out, Mr. Chairman, in ordinary 
course of business without the question of r. i. f. involved, we would 
have approximately 2,358 officers released from active duty—reservists. 

As we have indicated for the 4 services— Army, Navy, Air Force, 
and Marine Corps—this cost in fiscal year 1959 would be $7.5 mil- 
lion. These figures have already been budgeted for and provided 
for, because that is the usual type case that “happens each year. If 
your legislation were passed, we estimate the figures to be $22.5 
million—in other words, practically quadrupling planned costs. 

Now, these 2,358 officers are not r. i. f.’s. These officers, many 
of them, are voluntarily released. Some of them are going out because 
they are completing their contracts. Some of them are going out 
because of board actions. Some of them are going out for overage 
in grade. 

And I would submit, sir, for the consideration of this committee, 
that legislation merely quadrupling readjustment pay, for officers 
who know and have provided, at least I would hope they have, for 
the eventuality of going out, might have some deleterious effect. on 
our legislation that. you have indicated that you would take up in 
January. 

Mr. Brooxs. What do you pay an officer who is released because 
he is overage in grade?’ How much do you pay in severance pay ¢ 

Mr. Bartrmo. Severance pay would be one-half month for each 
year served on active duty, if involuntarily released. 

Mr. Brooxs. And that is a regular? 

Mr. Barrimo. That is a reservist, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. Well, what do you pay a regular? 

Mr. Barrimo. Well, if he were overage in grade—I would like to 
consult with Colonel Keck, who is here with me—— 

Mr. Brooks. Yes. 

Mr. Bartimo. That knows many of the nut-and-bolt facts which 
I donot know. You might speak yourself. 

Colonel Keck. Sir, he would, obviously, be passed over twice and 
be paid 2 months per year for each year on active duty. 

Mr. Brooxs. Two months. And the reservist would be paid one- 
half month ? 

Colonel Kecx. Yes. 

Mr. Brooks. So, a reservist with 17 years’ service would get a 
year’s pay, and a regular, under the same circumstances, would get 
2 years. 

Colonel Kecx. A half month per year, and the regular 2 months 
per year. 

Mr. Brooxs. Two months per year. 

Mr. Bray. Mr. Chairman, I would like to interpose one question. 
You said there would be many voluntarily leave. You do not want 
this committee to interpret—you do not want this committee to be- 
lieve that you mean that this bill applies to those who voluntarily 
retire, do you? Let us get that straight ? 

Mr. Bartirmo. I would stand corrected, Mr. Bray. 





8097 


Mr. Bray. I just wanted to make sure you did not want that to stay 
on the record. 

Mr. Barrtimo. I meant to say those that were released involuntarily. 

Mr. Bray. Thank you. 

Mr. Brooks. You don’t see any difference in equity between the 
regular and the reservist, under those circumstances 

Mr. Barrio. Well, Mr. Chairman, I think this is a difficult ques- 
tion to answer. I think I know what you and your committe are try- 
ing to show and prove. However—again I say this with a great deal 
of humility, because I know each of you sitting on the committee know 
far more about these problems than I. You have had a great deal 
more experience in them. 

However, in fairness to the executive branch, I think it should be 
stated that we have, I believe, a different philosophy applying to the 
regular than we do for the reserve 

Succinctly, what is that philosophy ? ¢ Regulars coming into the 
service, either from the academies or from the ROTC programs, sub- 
mit themselves to a career, a lifetime in the military. It seems to me 
they are in a different position than a reservist, w ho may be as fine an 
officer and, certainly, is giving devotion to his country—this man, the 
reservist, know s, or at least he should know, that his ‘stay in the mili- 
tary is not a permanent stay, as is in the case of regular. Take a 
case where each of them are what I call top-grade officers. 

Mr. Brooks. Well, that is—let—and I do not intend to belabor the 
question with you. But he have stipulated, by law, that a reservist 
who stays in 18 years shall be able to stay in to retirement. 

Mr. Bartrmo. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. The Pentagon i is ready to recommend that that be re- 
duced to 14 years; is that not true 

Mr. Bartrmo. I believe, sir, that the Pentagon is ready to recom- 
mend, as Mr. Jackson pointed out, legislation which I think, sir, is 
designed on a different philosophical basis than the amendment which 
you are considering this morning—the Department of Defense sug- 
gests wherever a Reserve officer is on active duty under a contract and 
he reaches the 14- -year mark, then the military department should do 1 
of 3 things—either release this officer to inactive duty, augment him 
as a Regular officer, or, the third alternative, bring him with a con- 
tract to 20 years so that he may retire. 

Mr. Brooks. Correct. 

Mr. Barro. Under Public Law 810. 

Mr. Brooks. So, the Pentagon is ready to recommend that, after 
14 years, he w ould be considered on the saine relative basis for that 
purpose as a regular. 

Mr. Barto. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. Therefore, your statement that the reserve is treated— 
the reserve on extended active duty is treated as a temporary man and 
not a career man, and the regular is treated as a career man, is not— 
it is modified by certain rules; is that not true? 

Mr. Bartroo. I believe that is a fair statement, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Brooks. So, it is not, under the present thinking, correct. 

Mr. Bartrmo. Well 

Mr. Brooks. Fully, fully correct. I want to be fair on it. 

Mr. Barrimo. [ think you are being very fair. 
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Mr. Brooks. I do not want to take up all the time. 

Mr. Barrimo. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. I want to let these members of the committee express 
themselves. But, as far as I am concerned, I do not think we ought 
to adjourn this Congress without taking some remedial action. Now, 
we are up against the proposition of facing a time limit. The time 
has run out on us. Now, questions. Mr. Bray. 

Mr. Bray. I think you complimented this committee entirely too 
much. You stated that you thanked us for our patience. Frankly, 
my patience ran out months ago on this matter. I do not want any 
misunderstanding that I am at all patient with what has been 
going on. 

If you were really sincere—I am not talking about you personally— 
in bringing this out and was at all industrious, you could have had 
legislation here for us many months ago. You see, this is not the first 
year. It went over from last year. 

We have been waiting here with bated breath for this great answer 
that you had that would solve all these problems. I think ¢ every morn- 
ing we expected it. You know, we would expect to get it down here 
by 9 o’clock. That has gone on for days, weeks, months, and years. 
And please do not think ‘T am patient. Because that has gone on so 
long. And my patience was exhausted so long ago. 

And here you have, I would say, nerve, to come here to this com- 
mittee and say, “Oh, we must get it through quickly, your last meeting 
is tomorrow, we will bring it day after tomorrow.” I just want to 
straighten it out that I am not patient at all. 

Mr. Barrmmo. With the permission of the committee, Mr. Bray, I 
certainly believe that what you say it correct, and if we might inject 
a bit of a humorous note, I am reminded of the limerick which goes, 
“Patience i is a virtue, possess it if you can, seldom in a woman, never 
inaman.” [ Laughter. | 

Mr. ah I will call on the lady member of the committee to 
answer that. 

Mrs. St. Grorer. ( Aside.) 

Mr. Bray. I want to tell you another humorous instance I heard 
one time along that line. There was one theater headquarters work- 
ing laboriously, or somebody in it had for some months, to issue a 
reorganization order, that took exactly three sentences, and finally I 
heard an officer called to attention very quickly on it, and he said, 
“Well, we are m: dine a study of it.” This officer said, “Study?” and 
he used a profane word, and he said, “There is nothing for you to 
study.” The War Department—it was back before the reorganiza- 
tion—“The War Department had ordered you to do it and you have 
been waiting 3 months. You have nothing to study.” Well, he said, 
“We are working on the order, sir.” He said, “Working on the 
order? If I had a corporal company clerk that could not write it in 
5 minutes I would bust him.” 

Needless to say the order was issued that day and it took exactly 
three sentences. 

That is simply my opinion. I am not mad at the Department of the 
Army in this. They have to wait—they are the ones that are being 
hurt. But the Department of the Army has to wait for this great 
brain to work this out. It is something like the mountain laboring 
and bringing forth a mouse. That is all Ihave to say. 
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But I am certainly going to vote for this bill. We are going to get 
something out of here, because we know you will never bring anything 
down in time for us to act. 

Mr. Brooks. Mr. Fisher. 

Mr. Fisner. Mr. Bartimo, you gave the figures estimating the cost ? 

Mr. Barrimo. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Fisuer. Under the terms of this proposal. 

This is designed to correct an inequity between treatment for in- 
voluntarily released reservist as compared with the regulars. 

(Mr. Bartimo nods.) 

Mr. Fisuer. Now, can you give us comparable figures on the cost 
of the program as it now is during the next fiscal year for regulars 
who will be so separated ? 

Mr. Bartimo. Congressman Fisher, I do not have those figures 
with me. However, with your permission, sir, I will try to get ‘them 
over here before the end of the day or possibly tomorrow morning. 

Mr. Fisuer. I was just wondering if it was very much, percentage- 
wise, or what is the history of it? Are there many of ‘the regulars 
involuntarily released, who will be eligible under this bill, or is it 
relatively small or insignifics ant ¢ 

Colonel Keck. It is relatively small, sir. 

Mr. Fisner. The cost would not be very much ? 

Mr. Bartrmo. No, sir. 

Colonel Keck. No, sir. It would be those primarily who are 
passed over twice, and of course it depends on promotion attrition but 
to date it is quite small. 

Mr. Fisuer. E xcept for that, there would be very little to it. 

Colonel Kecx. That is correct. 

Mr. Fisuer. They are all career people and they usually stay in 
until their retirement. 

Mr. Bartimo. That is right. 

Mr. Fisuer. And very few of them I suppose are caught in a r. i. f. 
program ¢ 

Mr. Bartimo. I believe that is correct. 

Mr. Brooks. Mrs. St. George. 

Mrs. Sr. Grorcr. Mr. Chairman, I wanted to ask the witness if he 
would repeat—lI think he gave us four categories, that you said should 
not be included under this bill, for fairly obvious reasons, that would 
be separated involuntarily. 

Would you read those off again ? 

Mr. Bartimo. Yes. You mean that I stated this morning? 

Mrs. Sr. Grorer. Yes. 

Mr. Bartrmo. I think you had—am I correct that you have refer- 
ence to _ 14-year mark? 

Mrs. Sv. Grorar. Yes, that is correct. 

Mr. Barus. Our bill, which Mr. Jackson appeared on and I am 
sure you were here. 

Mrs. Sr. Grorer. Yes, that is correct. 

Mr. Barrio. Provides that every reservist except for a few excep- 
tions like the medics and the veterinarians and so forth, would receive 
contracts. These contracts would run from 1 to 6 years, only after 
the first 2 years—and the reason for excepting the first 2 years is that 
under the Universal Miliary Training and Service Act, most people 
will have 2 years of obligation to give to their country. So we have 








8100 


that limitation. Take the example of Lieutenant X. I think that 
might clarify it a little more. He comes on board for 2 years. At 
the end of 2 years he is the type of an officer that the militar y would 
like to keep on active duty. They would say to Lieutenant X, ‘Sif you 
would like to stay on active duty we will give you a six-year contract.” 
Lieutenant X, knowing that he has a contract for 6 years and is as- 
sured of being on active duty for 6 years, agrees. Lieutenant X 
turns out to be a real hotshot, somebody that the military would hate 
to see go. So they renew his contract’ and they give him another 6- 
year contract, which means he has now had 12 years of active duty. 

This man turns out to be the type of an individual that they want 
to retain and consider making him a regular. 

So we give him, in our example, to take it all the way through, an- 
other contract of 2 years. 

Colonel Kecx. He has 14 years. 

Mr. Bartrmo. I am sorry. May I just backtrack here. My good 
assistant here, colleague, states that my example is allright so far. He 
has had now two 6- year contracts, which is 12 years, plus 2 years ob- 
ligated. He therefore has 14 years. 

Now when this man reaches the 14-year mark—we would have to do 
1 of 3 things. We would either have to send him back to civilian life 
or we would have to augment him into the Regular service. If we 
augmented him he w ould become a Regular officer. Or mandatorily 
under law, we would have to give him a contract to take him through 
to 20 years, which as you know, having served 20 years, he would be 
able to retire under title II of Public Law 810. 

Let us take the same example—or are you not interested ? 

Mrs. Sr. Grorer. Yes; I am. 

Mr. Barrio. Going back to the second contract. Let us assume 
that at the end of the second contract of 6 years he were r. i. f.’d at 
the end of the first 2 years of that contract. Under the legislation 
suggested by the Department of Defense this man would go home. We 
had a blank in the number of months’ pay he would receive. It might 
be 1 month or 2 months, whatever the committee finally adopted—or 
whatever the Department of Defense or the executive branch sug- 
gested. But in addition to that, whatever that blank would be, this 
particular Lieutenant X would receive 4 months of pay and allow- 
ances, which is different from just pay, for the uncompleted portion 
of that second contract. 

Mrs. Sr. Grorce. That might be, then, after he had served we will 
Say 8 years. 

Mr. Bartimo. Yes—well, he would have served in my example 6 
years plus 2 years of obligated service, which would be 8 

Mrs. Sr. Georce. Then he signs a contract. 

Mr. Bartro. Ten years really. 

Mrs. Sr. Georcr. Ten years 

Mr. Bartimo. Ten years. 

Mrs. Sr. Grorcr. So that after 10 years he could be r. i. f.’d? 

Mr. Bartimo. He could be r. i. f.’d. 

Mrs. St. Georce. And then he would only get, under your proposal, 
half a month for each year served; is that correct ? 

Mr. Bartimo. No. 

Mrs. Sr. Gore. No? 
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Mr. Bartimo. We came up here unfortunately with a blank. We 
did not know what that figure would be. But there has been discus- 
sion as you know, whether it would be 1 month or 2 months. 

Mrs. St. Grorcz. Yes. 

Mr. Bartrmo. So if it were 1 month—let us assume that as an 
example. 

Mrs. St. Grorer. Yes. 

Mr. Bartimo. He would get 1 month’s pay for each year served un- 
der contract, which in my example for Lieutenant X would be 8 years. 

Mrs. St. Grorce. Yes. 

Mr. Barrimo. So he would receive 8 months’ pay in such a case, in 
addition to 4 months’ pay and allowances for the 4 years that were 
uncompleted. 

Mrs. St. Grorer. Uncompleted ? 

Mr. Bartimo. Yes, ma’am. 

Mrs. Sr. Grorer. On the other hand, he has signed a contract, which 
he supposedly signed in the firm belief that he was going to be kept 
on for the additional years. And you are in the middle of the con- 
tract, r. i. fing him and saying, “You are going to take what we 
give you. 

Mr. Bartimo. This is the reason we give him 1 month’s pay and 
allowances for the uncompleted portion of the contract. 

Mrs. St. Grorer. The contract is still a contract. 

Mr. Price. It is binding only on the individual. 

Mrs. Sr. Grorer. Yes; that 1s right. 

Mr. Brooks. If the gentlewoman would yield, I would like to say 
this: When the Department gives a contract, they ought to know in 
advance that they can comply with the contract. 

Now, if it is breached by early termination, that is liquidated dam- 
ages for violating the contract. That is really what it is. 

Mr. Bartimo. That is correct, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Brooks. So it is not only a question of r. i. f.’ing, but it is a ques- 
tion of the Department breaking its contract there. 

Mr. Bartimo. Yes. 

Mr. Brooks. Now, if that man serves to the termination of his con- 
tract, what would he get, when it is just allowed to lapse? 

Mr. Bartrmo. No; in my example of Lieutenant X, if he came to 
the end of a contract, mandatorily in law we only have 3 choices— 
send him home as a civilian, make him a Regular, that is, augment 
him, or give him an additional contract if we wanted to keep him 
aboard through to 20 years. 

Mr. Brooks. Correct. But suppose that man has a 6-year contract 
and at the end of 6 years the contract is terminated because it is com- 
pleted. Now, what does he get ? 

Mr. Bartrmo. In other words—I want to be sure—— 

Mr. Brooks. What does that officer get 

Mr. Bartrmo. Yes. 

Mr. Brooks. After he has completed his 6 years’ contract and he 
gets no additional contract. 

Mr. Barrimo. Right. He would get whatever the blank figure 
would be—1 month or 2 months—times 6 years. In other words, if 
the blank were 1 month’s pay, he would receive 6 months’ pay. 
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Mr. Bray. Mr. Chairman, might I interrupt? Will you yield a 
moment? Do you not think it is rather, I will not say a waste of time, 
but futile to discuss a bill that they have already said they are not 
able to act upon? We have a bill before us, and by your own words 
our final hearing of the committee is tomorrow. Here we are talking 
about legislation next year. Of course, it will be changed several 
times before next year. I think we might as well vote on the bill we 
have, because they have admitted after 2 years they still do not have 
a bill to bring to us. 

Mr. Brooks. I think the gentleman is correct, and my thought, 
and I believe the thought of the members of the committee would be, 
that this particular bill that we are considering this morning would 
be an interim, stopgap piece of legislation and would give the Pen- 
tagon all the time that it needs to work out a suitable bill to recom- 
mend to us. 

Mr. Bray. They have another year, for them to finish the last 
sentence. 

Mr. Brooks. If it is another year, fine, and if it is 2 years it is all 
right. They can take their time. 

Mr. Bartimo. Mr. Chairman, in fairness to the executive branch 
may I point out very succinctly if I can where we think this interim 
stopgap legislation ‘might have a deleterious effect. If you enact 
this legislation, making it retroactive, that is every reservist on board 
gets 2 months for each year served, no matter what legislation we 
come up with next year or this next week—we hope this week—it 
seems to me you have crystallized in law something which would be 
most difficult to take away. In other words, once you say to every 
reservist under law “You have 2 months’ pay for every year you 
have served retroactively,” even though we come up with a plan 
which we would recommend, that we think would be beneficial for the 
Military Establishment, I doubt that we would be able to take that 
away. 

Mr. Brooks. Well, we are going to give them 

Mr. Bartrmo. This is what we are fearful of. 

Mr. Brooks. No, we are going to give them superior rights in 
the Pentagon bill of a different nature which you will submit to us, 
a right, for instance, to retire when they reach 14 years. They know 
then they can go on to retirement. They will have a lot of new rights 
there, that should appeal to them. 

Now, Mr. Price. 

Mr. Price. Mr. Chairman, I would just like to ask this question. 
Unfortunately I was not here at the beginning of the meeting. But 
did you say that some sort of a plan is under consideration now 
in the Pentagon ¢ 

Mr. Bartimo. Mr. Price, I am glad you asked me that question 
because it would give me an opportunity to explain, and I did explain 
this, and I hope that the chairman will forgive me for repeating, 
but I would like todoso. And in spite of Mr. Bray’s—— 

Mr. Ducanper. Impatience. 

Mr. Bartimo. Remarks about impatience. 

The committee in particular has been extremely patient. The 
chairman has been very helpful. He has worked with us, he and his 
counsel, way back about 6 or 7 months ago to try to help us with a 
policy decision in this very, very complicated area 
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Since that time we hav and this is no exaggera- 
tion—even over the weekend, all day Saturday and Sunday, trying to 
firm up a position which is equitable to the reservists and also fair 
to the executive branch and the people of this country. 

This position has been difficult because there are so many factors 
involved. 

For example, you have at stake here the philosophical difference 
between the regular, the professional soldier that devotes an entire 
lifetime to military service and the reservist who by the very nature 
of his service knows that he is only going to be on duty for a certain 
limited period of time. 

We don’t want to do anything or recommend anything to this com- 
mittee which would detract from the hard-core professional soldier. 
And this is not to say and I do not mean to imply in any way that a 
reservist does not give the same devotion of duty that a ‘regular does 
to his country. He « ertainly does. 

But getting back to the point, this is the 19th draft of bill, and still 
we have not got it resolved because there are factors which I have 
indicated by my example which we are concerned about. 

We are cone serned about the effect that the Cordiner, recent pay 
raise, would have. The question is whether this is going to encourage 
more reservists to stay on board. The difficulties are not so much in 
the military departments and the Department of Defense, as they are 
trying to formulate a position which is going to take care of the prob- 
lems of the individual services. Their problems are different. If we 
had a full hearing on our bill, they would be up explaining to you 
their needs with respect to the number of reservists they need now and 
in the foreseeable future. They are different. They have a lot of 
similarities. 

The Bureau of the Budget has pointed out certain weaknesses in 
our bill. We have closely worked with the White House staff. 

This is a measure which I believe I can state is of such importance 
that we plan on going before the President with a thorough briefing, 
so that. we might have his judgment, so that he might formulate the 
final posit ion to recommend to this committee. 

Mr. Price. Does that mean you have been working along with the 
Bureau of the Budget, as you have gone over the various drafts of 
these bills? 

Mr. Bartrmo. Congressman Price, we sent over a draft I would 

say about 2 months ago which we considered met some of the needs— 

well, met the needs of the Department of Defense. As you know the 
Bureau of the Budget in reviewing this particular draft to determine 
whether it was in conformance with the program of the President, 
picked out several weaknesses in our bill. We have met with them 
and have constantly been working with them since, trying to tighten 
up these w eaknesses. At the same time, because of the pressures of 
time—and Mr. Brooks insisting that we have a bill, and rightfully 
so—we have also cut in the White House staff. 

At this point everybody is briefed on the problem, so to ma and 
now we are hoping to take the issues to the President to get a final 
policy determination. 

Mr. Price. Does this mean that you are working in such a manner 
that when you do arrive at some plan that you are willing to recom- 
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mend to the Congress, it will already have cleared the Bureau of the 
Budget ? 

Mr. Bartimo. It would mean that, Mr. Price, yes. 

Mr. Price. It would not have to go back down here and lie there for 
a couple more months ¢ 

Mr. Barrimo. No, sir. I am hopeful that by tomorrow night or 
sometime this week we would have an executive branch position, 
which means unanimity in the Department of Defense, the blessings 
of the Bureau of the Budget, and we hope the approval of the 
President. 

Mr. Price. Well, I hope that the Pentagon would recognize the 
urgency of the legislation. We recognize it due to the experience we 
have had in the last couple of years, because if we do not get some 
kind of legislation there is a possibility of several thousand more Re- 
serve officers sometime within the next year being inequitably dealt 
with, as they were previously. 

Mr. Brooxs. Mr. Price, I may say this, that I went to the chairman 
and asked the chairman if he could postpone this meeting tomorrow 
until Wednesday. The chairman felt like it was time to close up. 
He said he did not feel justified in postponing the meeting to Wednes- 
day. 

Mr. Price. I am not so much disturbed about that because we have 
another month to operate, and I think the full committee can meet at 
any time. We do not have final cutoff dates on full committee 
meetings. 

Mr. Fisuer. ( Aside.) 

Mr. Brooks. It has been announced as the final meeting. 

Mr. Price. I think this matter is urgent enough that we could pre- 
vail upon the chairman to call another full committee meeting. Of 
course, the urgency is such that the Pentagon should also recognize 
it and get the legislation up here. 

Mr. Brooxs. Mr. Burns? Do you have any questions? 

Mr. Burns. No, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. Well, any further questions ? 

Mr. Ducannper. I have some questions on cost, but I will take them 
up with Mr. Bartimo after the meeting and not detain the committee. 

Mr. Brooks. All right. 

If there are no further questions—and no further witnesses ? 

Mr. Ducanper. No, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. The aot will go in executive session. 

(Whereupon, at 10:52 a. m., the subcommittee adjourned. ) 








